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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We print elsewhere the usual Caristmas vacation notice, 
from which it will be seen that Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy will 
act as vacation judge from the 22nd to the 30th of December 
inclusive, and that Mr. Justice Dartine will act during the 
remainder of the vacation. 





CotonEL Boxatt, O.B., who is acting as honorary secretary 
for regimental organization of the City of London Imperial 
Volunteers, is the senior partner in the firm of Messrs. Boxatt 
& Boxatt, solicitors, of 22, Chancery-lane, London. 





Durine tHe hearing of a motion on Friday in last week, Mr, 
Justice Kexewicu remarked that he had often been asked to state 
what was his practice with regard to the appointment of receivers, 
and he thought it as well to seize the opportunity to make bis 
ee npr quite clear. For many years it had been his consistent 

abit to appoint receivers himself, and not to refer the matter to 
chambers. He felt that he was quite as competent as his 
masters to decide whether a particular person was or was not fitted 
for the office. He always made the appointment himself, and at 
once ; and this course had the merit of saving expense. If the 
matter went before the master, it was decided on affidavits, and 
very possibly the affidavits in the end were referred to him. 





Tuer rEsuLT of the November Honours Examination of the 
Incorporated Law Society is to place two men only in the first 
class. This is better than the single first-class man a year ago, 
but it contrasts singularly with the honours list in June last, 
when there were no fewer than ten men in the first class. There 
were then, no doubt, 147 candidates as against 78 at the recent 
examination, but even allowing for this, one would have 
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expected the 78 to produce four or five first-class men. Every- 
one who has any acquaintance with competitive examinations, 
however, knows the strange fluctuations which occur in the 


average of merit shewn by candidates at successive examina- | 


tions, and it is to be presumed that the June average was 
exceptionally high. ° 


WE nore that the attention of the profession will be directed 
to the letter from Mr. Rusrysreiy which we print elsewhere, 
relative to the proposal, on which we commented a month ago, 
to incur enormous expenditure in providing additional accommo- 


dation for the Land Registry. As Mr. Harvey Cuirron pointed | 


out in the following week, the understanding was that com- 
pulsory registration was an experiment, which might or might 
not prove successful ; and an increase in the hours of the clerks 
and officials would be likely to meet the wants of the case. The 
Land Registry, however, as Mr. RusrysTErn says, are anxious 
to build before the public come to understand how useless is the 
burden it is being called upon to bear; and at a time when public 
expenditure should be most rigorously cut down, taxpayers are to 
be saddled with the payment of a large sum for this purpose. 
If we are correctly informed, several of the buildings included 
in the area specified in the parliamentary notice have already 
been purchased by the Government by private treaty without 
waiting for compulsory powers. It is very much to be hoped 
that some influentiai members of the House of Commons will 
offer a determined opposition to the imposition of this 
proposed burden on taxpayers, and we would suggest that 
Mr. RvusEnsTEIN is the man to organise such an opposition. 





Upon Tue desirability of increasing the effective power of the 
Queen’s Bench Division for the purpose of London business 
there is apparently no difference of opinion, but the recent 
action of the Bar Council and the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society in relation to the report of the joint committee of 
the two councils shews a slight divergence as to the mode in 
which the increase should be brought about. The joint report 
found that the delay and uncertainty attendant on the disposal of 
London business was due to the frequent absence of the judges 
on circuit, and that by the re-arrangement of the circuit system 
sufficient judicial time would be saved to secure the regular and 
speedy despatch of business in London. But if no change in 
the circuit system was to be expected within a reasonable time, 
the joint committee’s opinion was “that an addition to 
the judicial strength of the Queen’s Bench Division is an 
imperative necessity in the interest of suitors and the public.” 
This report has been adopted by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, but the Bar Counci! have declined to accede to the 
view that the appointment of an additional judge of the Queen’s 
Bench Division was dependent upon changes in the circuit 
system, and the latter Council have simply resolved that it is 
imperatively necessary that an increase in the judicial strength 
of the Division should be made. The Bar Council appear to 
have taken the most practical view of the situation. Whether 
any changes will be made in the circuit system, and what the 
effect will be, are questions to which no early answer is to be 
expected. The chaos of the Queen’s Bench Division is a matter 
of present and of pressing impvrtance, and the necessary increase 
of judicial strength ought not to be delayed. 





Suvce THE Criminal Evidence Act of last year became law, 
there has been no trial for murder, in which the conviction 
depended entirely on circumstantial evidence, of such interest as 
the case of Lovisz Masset, which terminated this week at the 
Central Criminal Court. No one, probably, who carefully reads 
the evidence will feel any real doubt of the justice of the verdict 
of guilty found by the jury. But still it is quite open to 
doubt whether or not this wretched woman would have been 
convicted if she had not been able to give evidence on 
her own behalf. Jurymen are beginning to appreciate the 
fact that prisoners have now a perfect right to tell their 
own story upon cath. and they have begun on their own| 
initiative to give importance to the failure of a prisoner 


,to take advantage of this right. If, then, the prisoner had 
' refused to go into the box, such refusal would probably, under 
‘the circumstances, have been fatal. She was, therefore, under 
the necessity of explaining to the jury, if she could, how it was 
that the child which was last seen alive in her company could 
| have come by a violent and cruel death without complicity on 
her part. She had a formidable task to face, for the chain of 
circumstantial evidence against her was of exceptional strength. 
She met it by telling a long and elaborate story which, if true, 
absolutely established her innocence, but which was of a 
highly improbable character. Now of course a story, of which 
nothing stronger can be said than that it is highly improbable, 
may nevertheless be perfectly true. But if such a story is 
unsupported by any kind of corroboration, if it refers to persons 
of whose very existence there is no other trace, it must do its 
narrator far more harm than good, and as in this case, is likely 
by its very ingenuity to lead to conviction. It may safely be 
affirmed that if the prisoner’s story were true, she could have 
obtained some corroboration of it. She failed to do so, and her 
conviction very properly followed. This case illustrates how 
powerful an aid to justice the new Actis. The object of a trial is 
to arrive at the truth, whether that truth shews the guilt or 
innocence of the accused person. It is strange how we never 
hear of an, innocent person being convicted through the giving 
of evidence under the Act on his own behalf, in spite of the 
many prophecies that such would be the effect of the Act. It is 
submitted that since the Act came into operation, all experience 
shews it to be a powerful engine for finding out the truth, the 
salvation of the innocent, but a terror to the guilty. What 
higher praise can be given to it? 





THERE HAs been a lull recently in the interest of the 
judicial work of the House of Lords. Great cases have been 
decided there in the past; great cases, doubtless, will be decided 
in the future; but the present sittings have been remarkably 
devoid of incident. There was a chance that, in this dearth of 
legal matter to exercise the faculties of the highest tribunal in 
the land, a welcome diversion would be found for Lord Mac- 
NAGHTEN and his colleagues in exploring the mysteries of con- 
juring. If company disputes and the law of trade unions were 
quiescent, there was at least Mr. Masketyner’s famous box-trick 
case to decide. Did Messrs Srottery and Evans produce a correct 
imitation of the trick or not? Had their lordships been 
called upon to deliver a plain Aye or No to this question, 
the imagination falters at the scene which would have 
been presented. However carefully Mr. Masxetyne hides his 
secrets from the profane crowd, he could hardly have withheld 
the hidden mysteries of his box from the critical gaze of the law 
lords, and they would scarcely have ventured to decide upon 
a question of such unique interest and far-reaching effect 
without also experimenting in privacy upon the possibility of 
producing correct imitations. We tread upon the verge of 
irreverence, and can only dimly hint at what might have been 
the consequences had one of their lordships—his zeal out- 
running knowledge and discretion—got into his own particular 
imitating box and failed to get out again. But the need for 
this research, with its potential tragedies, has been avoided by 
their lordships’ faithful adherence to the British constitution— 
in plain words, to the rule of the finality of a jury’s verdict. 
Absolute finality of course it has not. But le it come up to the 
very moderate standard of intelligence required by the law in 
the twelve jurymen—let it, that is, stop short of being absolutely 
idiotic—and not even the House of Lords will interfere. In the 
present case Mr. Masketynz offered £500 to anyone who should 
‘discover the secret of his box trick, or pfoduce a correct 
imitation of it.” Messrs. Srortery and Evans made a box with 
which they imitated the result of the trick, but Mr. Masxetynz’s 
secret for doing the trick they did not pretend to have found. 
Was this an imitation of the trick so as to be a compliance with 
the condition of the offer? The jury—the second jury, for the 
first disagreed—said Yes, and all the subsequent proceedings 
have been futile. What the law lords would have said had 





they been allowed to express an opinion will never be known. 
Mr. MaskgLyNe’s position is unfortunate. He has had all the 


‘expense of going to the oracle, and the oracle isdumb. He 








ee ae ae ee a ee OUPlUll 








had 
nder 
ader 


ould 
y on 
n of 
eth. 
rue, 
of a 
hich 
ble, 
y is 
sons 
) its 
kely 
r be 
lave 
her 
how 
al is 
t or 
ver 
ring 
the 
‘t is 
nce 
the 
hat 


the 
sen 
led 
bly 
of 
in 
AC- 
on- 
ere 
ick 
ect 
en 
mn, 


his 
ald 


ct 


@eO. Bae or? 


i ss 


















? Dec. 23, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 44.] 113 








robably has the meanest opinion of the twelve honest men who 
said that an imitation of his trick was the same thing as an 
imitation of the secret mechanism of his trick, but their verdict 
has absolutely barred his appeal to pure reason. The jury may 
—" themselves that the jury box was not Mr. Masxe- 
LYNE’S box. 





Ayytuinc which diminishes the cost of litigation is not only 
a direct advantage to the public but an indirect advantage to 
the profession, because it is perfectly well known that it is the 
delay and cost of litigation that keep the commercial com- 
munity from resorting as freely to the Law Courts as they 
otherwise would. There are two classes of cases which 
occupy @ great—or, to use the language of some of the judges, 
an inordinate—amount of the time in the courts—we mean 
patent cases and what are known as “‘ passing-off ” cases, 7.¢., 
where the claim against the defendant is that he is passing off, 
or enabling others to pass off, his goods for the plaintiff's by 
similarity of name, or similarity of label or the like. In patent 
cases a great deal of time is consumed and expense occasioned 
by calling expert evidence to trench upon the functions of 
the judge by statitig what is in the opinion of the witness 
the true construction or meaning of the plaintiff’s specification. 
Owing to remonstrances which have been made by various 
judges, the number of such experts has begun to be limited, 
and a recent patent case was tried, and satisfactorily tried, with 
one expert witness on each side, In passing-off cases it has 
hitherto been the practice for each side to call a number of trade 
witnesses to give their opinions, based on their trade experience, 
as to whether the defendant’s goods are or are not calculated to 
deceive purchasers. This evidence, too, trenches on the 
functions of the judge, on whom it lies, in such cases, to 
decide the very question which the witnesses are called to 
speak to. It has hitherto been the practice for each side in a 
passing-off action to call a number of such witnesses, half-a- 
dozen a side being the average minimum, while the maximum 
has in many cases exceeded twenty. If and so far as such 
witnesses can assist the court, the assistance can equally 
well be given by two or three as by ten or twenty. It 
would be a good thing if the practice which is springing up 
in patent cases of limiting expert evidence was to be extended 
to passing-off cases, and therefore we hope that the precedent 
which was very recently established in the case of Field v. The 
Wagel Syndicate (16 R. P. C. 654) will be largely followed. That 
case came on upon an interlocutory motion, and the plaintiffs 
were desirous, on account of an alleged conflict of evidence, of 
shunting the motion and having the issue decided once for all 
at the trial. To this the leading counsel for the defendants 
ultimately assented, but he suggested that an arrangement 
should be come to that at the trial of the action each side should 
be limited to two expert trade witnesses. The judge approved 
of the suggestion, and the leading counsel for the plaintiffs 
agreed to it with the substitution of three witnesses for two. 
The result of this arrangement will be that when the action 
comes on for trial it will occupy the court about a day less than 
it otherwise would have done, to the great saving of the public 
time and the parties’ pockets. 





SomE Day, emg we shall have the long-talked-of Crimina] 
Code, but so little has been heard of it of late years that it 
seems farther off than it did twenty years ago. If it ever does 
come, we shall then perbaps have a simple definition of theft. The 
whole law of theft should be recast from its very origin. As the 
late Sir Jamzs StzrHeEn points out, one chief cause of the exces- 
sive intricacy and technicality of the subject is that the fraudu- 
lent taking is the essence of the offence of larceny at common 
law, whereas it should be the fraudulent conversion. There is no 
good reason why larceny, embezzlement, and false pretences 
should not all be treated as the one offence of theft. There is no 
really good reason, either, why there should be so much difficulty 
about correctly stating in the indictment in whom the property in 
the stolen goods lies. If aprisoner is shewn to have dishonestly 
appropriated to his own use property which he had no right to 


an easy matter to convict him of an offence at law. That the 
contrary is the truth, however, is constantly being proved by 
questions which are brought before the Court for Crown Cases 
Reserved in which the accused is clearly morally guilty, but ia 
which the exact classification of his offence, if he is liable in law 
at all, is obscured by technicalities. Last Saturday the 
court had before it the case of Reg. v. Neat, which was 
an example of this sort of case. But here, as often in recent 
years, we see how the judges are becoming less and less willing 
to quash the conviction of a man morally guilty because of a 
mere technicality, and more and more ready to cut a way for 
themselves, without the help of Parliament, through the legal 
maze—even at the expense of the English language. In this 
case the accused was one of a committee formed of representa- 
tives of a number of benefit societies in order to organize a joint 


féte for the members of the societies. As an officer of this 


committee he had control of a sum of money which was intended 
for the expenses of the féte. This money heappropriated to his own 
use and disappeared, not being found or arrested for two years. 
He was indicted under section 1 of 81 & 32 Vict. c. 116, which 
provides that if any person, being one of two or more beneficial 
owners of any money or other property, shall steal or embezzle 
any such money or property, he shall be liable to be convic'ed 
as if he were not one of such beneficial owners. The question 
was, Could the prisoner be described as a “ beneficial owner ” 
of the money he appropriated? Now, a beneficial owner is 
generally understood to mean a person who has the right 
to use the property in question for his own private purposes ; 
and if one is the beneficial owner jointly with others, he 
has, as a rule, a right toa portion of the property for his own 
use. The court, however, refused to be bound down by this 
meaning of the phrase, and the Lord Chief Justice said that the 
members of the committee might well be said to be beneficial 
owners of the money in question, as they had control of the fund 
and the right to see to its appropriation. With all respect to so 
high an authority, it is very difficult, if his opinion is right, to 
see where to draw the line between one who is an owner as 
trustee, and one who is a beneficial owner, or to see what the 
meaning of the word “‘ beneficial” can be. What the court 
seems to have done is to have cut the word “ beneficial”’ out of 
the statute. This the judges have done in order to avoid a mis- 
carriage of justice; but it may well be questioned whether, in 
order to gain this laudable object, they have not done unjustifi- 
able violence to the language. 





Tue supGMENT of the House of Lords in Fox v. Star Newspaper 
Co. (reported elsewhere) settles that under the existing practice 
there is no such procedure as a non-suit. Formerly a plaintiff, 
when he found himself, for want of evidence or other reason, 
unable to maintain his case, could elect to be non-suited, and so 
put a stop to the trial. He thereby rendered himself liable to 
pay the defendant’s costs; but the matter was prevented from 
passing into the stage of res judicats, aud the plaintiff was at 
liberty to sue again on the same cause of actin. The R. 8. C. 
of 1875 retained the procedure of non-suit, but ia a form 
which deprived the plaintiff of its chief advantage. Under 
ord. 41, r. 6, judgment of non-suit, unless the court other- 
wise directed, had the same effect as a judgment upon 
the merits for the defendant, and consequently a second 
action was barred. As thus altered, the procedure ceased 
to be of practical importance, and in the K 8. C., 1883, 
ord. 41, r. 6, of R. 8. C., 1875, does not appear, and no mention is 
made of non-suit. On the other hand, provision for discontinuing 
an action was made by order 23 of the rules of 1875, and now 
by order 26. Upon paying the defendant’s costs, the plaintiff 
can discontinue as of right at any time before defence, and 
after defence before taking any further proceeding (oth-r than 
an interlocutory application), and he retains the right to bring a 
subsequent action. At later stages the discontinuance requires 
the leave of the court, and on giving leave the court may impose 
terms as to costs and also as to any other action. In effect, there- 
fore, provision is made in this manner for the case where a non-suit 
was formerly available, and the retention of ord. 41, r. 6, of the 
rules of 1875 was unnecessary. It was provided, indeed, by 





use for his own purposes, it ought to be urder all circumstances 


ord, 72, r. 2, that where no other provision was made by the iules, 
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the existing procedure and practice were to remain in force. 
It was possible, therefore, to argue in Fox v. Star Newspaper Co. 
that, since no express provision is now made as to non-suit, the old 
practice can still be resorted to. But the abrogation of ord. 41, 
r. 6, is accounted for more easily than by assuming that the 
former practice was meant to be maintained. As just pointed 
out, the rules elsewhere make all the provision that is necessary 
for the case of a plaintiff who finds himself unable to proceed 
with his action, and there is no need to refer to ord. 72, r. 2. 
According to the judgment of A. L. Smirn, L.J., when the 
present case was before the Court of Appeal (46 W. R. 340; 
1898, 1 Q. B. 636), ord. 41, r. 6, was advisedly omitted from 
the rules of 1883, because there is really no such thing now as 
a& judgment of non-suit, the case of the plaintifi’s with- 
drawal being regulated instead by the rules as to discontinuance. 
The same view has now been taken by the House of Lords, and 
it follows that when a plaintiff cannot on coming into court 
support his action, and when he does not obtain leave to dis- 
continue, he must necessarily submit to judgment for the 
defendant. In other words, having once brought his action to 
trial, and found his case to be defective, he is not allowed to 
harass his opponents with further litigation on the same subject. 





THE DEcIsIon just given by the Court of Appeal in Attorney- 
General v. De Preville (Times, Dec, 21) forms a very important 
sequel to the decision of the House of Lords in Attorney-General 
v. Beech (47 W. R. 257; 1899, A.C. 53). The latter decision 
turned entirely on section 2 (1) (4) of the Finance Act, 1894, 
and it was held that where a tenant for life surrendered his life 
estate so that it merged in the immediate reversion, there was 
no estate left which could be treated, for the purposes of the 
Act, as property passing on the death of the tenant for life. It 
was convenient for the Inland Revenue authorities to argue in 
Beech’s case that the same result would follow at whatever time 
the surrender was made, even though it was made within twelve 
months of the death of the tenant for life. So grave an 
inroad upon what they conceived to be the scheme of the 
Act was used as an argument for rejecting altogether the 
doctrine of merger in relation to this matter. But in Beech’s case 
the death took place more than twelve months after the surrender 
of the life estate, and it was not necessary to determine what 
would be the effect of a surrender within that period. This case 
has now arisen in Afforney- General y. De Preville, and the Inland 
Revenue authorities have not hesitated to drop their former 
argument and to set up section 2 (1) (c) of the Act of 1894 as 
preventing the avoidance of estate duty where twelve months 
have not elapsed. This clause is a somewhat puzzling example 
of legislation by reference. Section 2 (1) after bringing in for 
purposes of estate duty (a) property of which the deceased was 
at his death competent to dispose, and (4) property in which he 
had a life interest, proceeds to include also (c) property which 
would be liable to account duty under section 38 of the 
Inland Revenue Act, 1881, as amended by section 11 of the 
Inland Revenue Act, 1889, ‘as if those sections were herein 
enacted and extended to real property as well as personal 
property.” It is, as is well known, section 38, as amended, 
wich imposes duty on property given by the deceased 
within twelve months of his death, and if this section, 
as intrcduced in the Finance Act, applies to estates in which 
the deceased had a life interest, then a voluntary surrender 


vengeance. ‘The result, however, which has been arrived 
at by the Court seems to pay no attention to the circum- 
stance that section 38 of the Act of 1881 is to be deemed 
to be enacted in the Finance Act, and it is quite possible 
that this re-enactment extends its scope in the manner required 
by the Inland Revenue authorities. Till the House of Lords 
has spoken, the question cannot be regarded as settled. 








TENANCY BY ELEGIT. 


A very interesting judgment has been delivered by Srir.ine, J., 
in Johns v. Pink (Times, Dec. 8) on the interest taken by a judg- 
ment creditor in a term whichis delivered to him in execution under 
a writ of clegit. Eight houses were demised for a term of ninety- 
nine years and were mortgaged by the lessee by way of sub- 
demise. The mortgage contained a covenant by the lessee for 
the payment of the rents and performance of the covenants 
reserved by and contained in the leases. The rents fell into 
arrear, judgment was recovered, and the frecholder issued a 
writ of elegit against the lessee. The mortgagees had not then 
gone into possession. An inquisition was held under the writ, 
and the jury found that the lessee was possessed of the cight 
houses, and the return to the writ stated that the houses 
had been delivered to the judgment creditor—that is, to the 
freeholder. This was in February of the present year. In March 
the mortgagees appointed a receiver of the rents and profits of 
the houses, who duly entered into receipt thereof. In June 
further rent became due, and the freeholder levied a distress on 
the houses. The mortgagees thereupon commenced an action 
for an injunction to restrain him from proceeding with the 
distress. The action was based upon the contention that, as 
tenant by elegit, the defendant, the freeholder, had become 
assignee of the term, from which circumstance it was said that 
two consequences followed, (1) the defendant was bound to 
indemnify the lessee, and therefore also her mortgagees, agaiust 
the rent ; and (2), since the freeholder was possessed of the term, 
the rent was due from himself to himself and could not be 
distrained for. 

Upon the first point Srirtine, J., held that, assuming the 
defendant to be assignee of the term, yet he was not assignee to 
such an extent as to make him subject to the ordinary rule 
under which the assignee of a term is bound to indemnify the 
lessee against the rent. ‘‘The effect of the assignment,” it has 
been said, ‘‘ is, that the lessee becomes a surety to the lessor for 
the assignee, who, as between himself and the lessor, is the 
principal, bound, whilst he is assignee, to pay the rent and 
perform the covenants running with the estate; and the surety, 
after paying the debt or discharging the obligation to which he 
is liable, has his remedy over against the principal” : Wolveridge 
v. Seward (1 Cr. & M., p. 660). So in Moule v. Garrett (L. R. 5 
Ex., p. 138) Cuannett, B., said: ‘It is only reasonable to 
hold that the liability of the lessee is as a surety for the assignee, 
and that there is an implied promise on the part of each assignee to 
indemnify the lessee against liability for breaches of covenant 
whilst he is assignee.’ But these cases were dealing with 
assignees in whom the term had become absolutely vested. 
When, however, a judgment creditor takes an estate by elegit, 
he takes it, as Srirtinc, J., pointed out, only for a limited 
purpose and for a limited time—namely, in order that he may, 





of the estate within the period would not avoid payment of 
estate duty. What, then, is the effect of the incorporation of | 
section 38 of the Act of 1881 by section 2 (1) (c) of the Act of 

1894? Isit to be taken to have only the effect which it had | 
in the Act where it was originally enacted, or is it to be taken | 
to be extended to meet the wider scope of the Finance Act? | 
In the Act of 1881 it applies only to property which would be | 
included for account duty, and thus, since it includes only | 
property belonging to the estate of the deceased after his death, | 
it does Lot bring iu an interest which ceased on the death of the | 
deceased. The Court of Appeal have held that section 2 (1) 

(c) of the Act of 1894 is correspondingly restricted, and that | 
this clause does not impose duty in respect of life estates which | 
have been surrendered within the twelve months. If this is | 


and until he does, obtain satisfaction of his debt. There is, 


| therefore, no absolute vesting of the term in him so as to make 


the above principle applicable, and Srixtina, J., held that he 
came under no obligation to indemnify the lessee against pry- 
ment of rent, and there was consequently no indemnity of which 
the mortgagees could take advantage. m4 

But the second point raised a question of greater difficulty. 
Had the freeholder by taking the term under the writ of ¢elegi/ 
disentitled himself to distrain? The answer to this depends 
upon the nature of the estate which his tenancy by ¢e/egit coa- 
ferred upon him. As regards freeholds, it is settled that tenant 
by elegit, although the duration of his estate is uncertain, has no 
more than a chattel interest. ‘‘Tenanut by statute merchant, 
by statute staple, and by elegi/,” says Lord Coxe, “ have 
uncertain interests in lands or tenements, and yet they have but 


correct “the bottom has been knocked out of the Act ” with a| chattels, and no frochold” (Co. Lit. 42a). As regards terms of 
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years, the judgment credit r can, of course, have no more than 
a chattel interest, but, as already pointed out, his tenancy does 
not confer upon him the entire interest in the term, and an 
interestof somekind remainsin the judgmentdebtor. Inanold case 
—Dightonv. Greenvil (2 Vent., p. 327)— it is said that the execution 
turns the judgment debtor’s estate into a reversion, but on the 
other hand it has been held that in the case of a term no such 
reversion is created. ‘‘ The execution debtor,” it was said by 
Martin, B., in Carter v. Hughes (2 H. & N., p. 723), “had only 
a term in the land, and upon the transfer of that the whole is 
spent, and what remains in him is not a reversion, but a right 
to the posses-ion of the term after satisfaction of the writ.” 
Srirtine, J., reconciles these apparently conflicting results by 
applying the principle that upon the alienation of a term succes- 
sive interests take effect by way of executory interest, and not 
by way of particular estate and remainder: Manning’s case 
(8 Rep 944). This is a means of avoiding the doctrine 
that upon any alienation of a term the whole of it passes. 
The gift of a term, for an hour, it was said in Wright 
v. Cartwright (1 Burr., p. 284), was good for ever, and hence 
there could be no particular estate. But if the tenancy by 
elegit leaves in the execution debtor an executory interest which 
comes into possession so soon as the purposes of the elegit are 
satisfied, this is a sufficient interest to prevent a merger of the 
term in a case like the present, where the judgment creditor is 
the freeholder. 

Although, however, the term does not merge, yet since 
the freeholder is himself possessed of the term, his is at 
once the band to receive and to pay the rent. He would be 
treated, therefore, as having paid himself, and he would 
not be entitled to distrain. And if he is able to take the 
rents from the actual occupiers this is, of course, perfectly 
right. He, in fact, receives these in satisfaction, so far 
as is necessary, of the ground-rent. But, as observed 
above, the mortgagees had placed a receiver ia possession 
before the distress, and if the tenancy by e/egit had still operated 
to prevent a distress the landlord would have been without 
remedy. 

This result Sririive, J., avoided by considering the nature 
of the interest which was delivered to the judgment creditor. 
Under section 11 of the Judgments Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. 
ce, 110), the sheriff is only empowered to seize lands of 
which the debtor is “‘seised or possessed,” and it has been held 
that these words debar the sheriff from taking a remainder in 
fee. A man cannot, it was said in Re South (L. R., 9 Ch. 
p- 373), be seised or possessed of a remainder. The same view 
was taken recently in Re Harrison and Bottomley (1899, 1 Ch. 
465) where Ricsy, L.J., pointed out that when a reversioner is 
spoken of as being seised, he is a reversioner upon a term. 
A reversion upon a freehold gives, of course, no seisin, 
nor does a remainder. In the present case the judgment debtor 
hd the nominal reversion upon the mortgage sub-demise, and, 
if the mortgagees had been in possession at the time of the 
elegit, it would seem that this nominal reversion was an interest 
which could not be taken. But so long as the mortgagees were 
net in possession the lessee had the actual enjoyment of the 
premises, and in respect of this enjoyment she was possessed of 
the property. There was an interest accordingly which the 
sheriff could seize, and which the judgment creditor could hold 
upon the e/egit, though in his hands it was subject, as before, 
to the rights of the mortgagees. Hence it was held by 
Srretine, J., that the houses must be taken to have been 
delivered to the tenant by elegit only to the extent of 
the interest for which the judgment debtor held them— 
'¢., for so long as the mortgagees refrained from asserting their 
tights’ When they put a receiver into possession, the interest 
m the term of the tenant by elegit—i.e., of the freeholder— 
was either suspended or extinguished, and his liability to pay 
rent wasat an end. Notwithstanding the execution, therefore, 
on the judgment for the former arrears of rent, the lessor, when 
the property was taken over by the mortgagees, was restored to 
ow paramount right of recovering subsequent arrears of rent by 

tress, 








Mr. Justice Ridley has left town for Bath, where he will stay during 
the Christmas vacation. 


THE LATE MR. NAPIER HIGGINS, Q.C. 


By the death of Mr. JosepH Napier Hicerns, Q.C, at the age of 
73, Lincoln’s-inn and the Chancery bar lose their most genial and 
portly figure. It is true that he had for several years retired from 
actual practice ; but long after his retirement he retainei an interest in 
active legal work on the Council of Legal Education and the committee 
of the Bar Library and asa bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and until his 
serious illness of last year he was frequently to be seen among us, 
more active and energetic than many of his juniors. It is fitting 
that a record of his life should appear in this journal, of which, from 
about the year 1858 until about the year 1864, he was the editor. 

A handsome young Irishman of Clonmel, he came over to England 
determined to make his way here, and in 1851 was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn at the age of twenty-five. For some years he had 
not much success in practice, and occupied himself in bringing out 
an edition of Ayckbourn’s Chancery Practice. In 1861 came a stroke 
of real good fortune, for in that year the daughter and co-heiress of 
one of the oldest Buckinghamshire squires—Sir THomas TYRINGHAM 
BERNARD, of Nether Winchendon—fell a victim to his fasvinations, 
and they were happily married. Many a young man would have been 
tempted on such an occasion to drop his professional struggle and turn 
to the leisurely comfort of the life of a well-to-do country gentleman. 
But nothing was further from the intention of Mr. Hiacrns; he 
honourably won a lady not only well-born and well-to-do, but also 
endowed with great intellectual powers and highly educated, who 
became herself an accomplished writer; and with her support and 
sympathy he put his back more vigorously into his professional 
struggle. The Companies Act of the following year gave him his 
great opportunity, and he rapidly advanced among the ranks of the 
juniors at the Chancery bar. He was at all times a fluent and 
eloquent speaker and an absolutely fearless advocate; no opponent 
however eminent, and no judge however impatient, could stop him 
before he had urged all that he thought desirable on behalf of a 
client. And out of court, with clients or with friends, he was a 
great favourite, a voluble talker with a fund of humour and anecdote, 
and a very genial, though candid, adviser in consultation or con- 
ference. 

In 1872, ten years after he had worked himself into successful 
practice, he took silk, and joined Vice-Chancellor MaLrins’ court, 
and from the first took a leading part there. From that time until 
the Vice-Chancellor’s disappearance he was one of the most prominent 
figures at the Chancery bar. The three-cornered duels between Mr. 
Hiaerns, Mr. GuassE, and Matis, V.C., were battles of the Titans, 
the like of which have not been seen among the puny generations of 
modern men. Not only barristers, solicitors, and students, but city 
men and distinguished strangers flocked to the court as to a tourna- 
ment; and nothing pleased the Vice-Chancellor so much as to see 
the seats on the bench crowded with notabilities. Even the comic 
papers were full of the fray. This was Hiccrns’s heyday. All these 
years he was making a handsome income under conditions which he 
thoroughly enjoyed, which made his name and reputation a house- 
hold word in all legal circles, and which compelled his constant 
employment as the only champion who could grapple with GLassg. 

After the retirement of the Vice-Chancellor and Mr. Guassg, Mr. 

Hicarns led a more peaceful life as the leading Queen's Counsel in 
Mr. Justice NorTH’s court ; where he held his own among a younger 
set of men, but found no successor to Mr. GLASSE as protagonist. 
Whil» here he attained the dignified position of senior Queen’s 
Counsel at the Chancery bar, and became also treasurer of Lincoln’s- 
inn. Ino the latter office he carried through a measure of reform 
for which he should ever be remembered by the members of the 
junior bar, towards whom he was always enco ing and thoughtful. 
‘The benchers had not long before voted to themselves the privilege of 
inviting guests to the dinners in hall on certain days in each term, 
and Hicerns, who hated exclusiveness, proposed and carried an 
extension of the privilege to the barristers of the inn, a change which 
was warmly welcomed and has been largely used and appreciated. It 
was in the same spirit that he contested and defeated a claim to 
precedence as benchers which was made by the judges after the sale 
and ‘‘ sharing out” of Serjeants’-inn. Those who thereafter became 
benchers of Lincoln’s-inn set up a claim to precedence as judges over 
other benchers, which Mr. H1GGINs was prominent in resisting, with 
the result that they were required, as in the other inns, to be content 
with their position according to seniority as benchers. He not only 
warred against exclusiveness in general, but extended active sympathy 
and encouragement to individual struggling barristers, a sympathy 
which came, not as “ the unknown little from the unknowing great,”’ 
but from the depth of a common experience. 
After discharging the highest office in his inn, he retired from 
active practice, but continued for some time to discharge the duties 
of vice-chairman of the Council of Legal Education, and chairman 
of the Bar Library Committee, and was always a inent figure in 
social functions, as the dinners on i 





ys. Here among princes, 
statesmen, diplomatists, soldiers, scholars, or literary celebrities, with 
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his command.ng figure, handsome features, and silver hair, which | promote litigation. This view is now confirmed from an official 


added zest to his voluble and interesting conversation, he could give 
points to all and appear the most distinguished. He was not perhaps 
in the first rank as a theoretical lawyer, but he had no superior in 
eloquent and fearless advocacy, in energy and force of character, in 
strenuous love of justice and hatred of narrow exclusiveness, or in 
geniality of manners and conversation. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
A PROTEST. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Parliament will be asked next session to pass a Bill to acquire 
anumber of valuable houses in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Serle-street, and 
Portugal-street, for the purpose of enlarging and extending the Land 
Registry. I venture to hope that the Bi!l will not be allowed to pass, 
as the new buildings, if erected, will, I am convinced, involve a reck- 
less and useless expenditure of public money. 

In 1875 an Act for voluntary registration was passed professedly 
‘* to simplify titles and to facilitate the transfer of land,” under which 
every landowner (including house owner) in the kingdom might 
register his title at the Land Registry. It was found, however, that 
registration, instead of removing, created difficulties, so the landowners 
after a time refrained from registering except in a fractional number 
of cases, the yearly average for the four years ending December, 1898, 
being only thirteen. 

In 1897 a Bill was brought in for compulsory registration, but its 
value was considered so doubtful that the operation of the Act was 
limited to one county for an experimental period of three years. 
The County of London was eventually selected for the experiment, 
and the Act is now coming gradually into operation. Certain 
erga were brought within the Act on the Ist of January, 1899, 

t it will not apply to the whole of London till the 1st of May, 1901. 

Before the Act could be applied the consent of the London County 
Council had to be obtained, and they took the precaution of first 
eliciting the opinion of the local and other representative bodies. 
Out of some seventy answers only twelve bodies (vestries and district 
boards) were in favour of the proposed experiment. On the other 
hand it was strongly opposed by the City Corporation, twenty-one 
vestries and district boards, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, the 
leading railway companies, the representative associations of bankers, 
building societies, land societies, solicitors, and auctioneers, by 
everyone, in short, possessing a practical knowledge of the subject. 
Nothwithstanding this crushing consensus of adverse opinion the 
council consented to the experiment being tried. 

Since the ist of January last a number of titles have been 
registered. As a result it is now undisputed that the dealings in 
property in the parishes where the Act applies involve greater work, 
trouble, delay, and expense than is involved in similar transactions in 
any other part of the kingdom. If the Act remains this will continue 
to be the state of things for an unlimited period, if not for all time. 
Apart from the officials and their friends, I do not believe five persons 
can be found who, having any experience of the Act, have a good 
word to say for it. 

The Act of 1897 is so badly framed, and its provisions are so com- 
plicated, that it has been strenuously opposed as calculated to largely 





source. Mr. Brickdale, Chief Assistant Registrar of the Land 
Registry, in the preface to a work written by himself and Mr. Sheldon 
on the Act, says: ‘‘ It is obvious that so novel and elaborated a system 
of dealing with transfer of land cannot be brought into 
general use without raising many points upon the trne meaning of the 
enactments under which the system is to be worked. . . . Time 
and the severe discipline of experience can alone with any comp!eteness 
disclose and bring to the test of judicial criticism the numerous diffi- 
culties that are likely to arise on the construction of such revolutionary 
enactments.” The book runs to nearly 600 pages before a single 
decision has been given, and the press has pointedly asked what will 
be the size of the work when there are, as there must be, decisions by 
the score. In view of the chronic block in our Law Courts, the vista of 
litigation thus opening out is appalling. 

Except for the view entertained in some quarters that the authori- 
ties should do everything for everybody on the assumption that they 
know better what is good for the people than the people know them- 
selves, I cannot conceive an argument that can be urged iu favour of 
the proposal to put up long before the experimental period has 
expired a huge building to be doubtless occupied by an imposing staff 
of dignified officials. But why should the public pay for a building 
which will in any case only be used by a very limited class, the 
London property owners, and would not be used by them if they 
were not forced to use it under the provisions of an Act of which 
they most strongly disapprove? The Land Registry Office is 
obviously anxious to build before the public realizes how useless is 
the burden it is being called upon to bear. I hope this protest may 
go some way towards stopping such a mischievous waste of public 
money. J. S. RUBINSTEIN. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., 

Dec. 18, 1899. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
FOX v. ‘‘STAR’’ NEWSPAPER CO. 15th Dec. 
Practice—DiscontTinvance—Non-suit—R. 8. C. XXVI. 1, 4. 


Appeal from Court of Appeal (A. L. Smith, Chitty, and Collins, L.JJ., 
reported 46 W. R. 340; 1898, 1 Q. B. 636). The action was brought for 
an alleged libel which was published in the Star newspaper, and came on 
for trial before the Lord Chief Justice anda jury. The plaintiff's counsel 
said he would offer no evidence and claimed to be non-suited. The Lord 
Chief Justice said he could not enter a judgment of non-suit, and directed 
that judgment should be entered for the defendants. The Court of Appeal 
affirmed this decision. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatsnury, L.C., Lords Macnacuren, Morris, and 
Suanp) dismissed the appeal with costs. 

Earl of Hatssury, L.C., said: This was an action for libel. After the 
jury had been sworn and the pleadings opened, the plaintiff claimed to be 
non suited ; the Lord Chief Justice held that he was not entitled to be non- 
suited, and directed a verdict for the defendants. The sole question on 
this appeal is whether the old system by which a plaintiff at his own 
election could lose his writ, as it was said, and at his election bring 
another action for the same cause is still a system which exists in our 
law. Iam very clearly of opinion that it does not. Our whole system 
has been changed, and I think the reason why the word ‘‘ non-euit’”’ itself 
is not now to be found in the rule is that it was determined that the power 
of a plaintiff at common Jaw to claim a non-suit, or the plaintiff in equity 
to dismiss his bill at his own option, should ro longer be permitted, and it 
is probable that the word ‘‘ discontinuance ’’ was supposed to apply to 
both forms of procedure both at common law and in equity. Accordingly 
by ord. 26, r. 1, the only mode by which a plaintiff can submit to defeat 
is under that order, unless he allows the proceedings to go on until the 
verdict is recorded against him. The word ‘‘ discontinuance” no doubt 
had under a former system the more limited application, and the old 
system of non-suit is manifestly no longer capable of being reconciled with 
the new procedure either in form or substance. The substance is that 
when it once comes into court, aud when the plaintiff offers no support to 
his action, there must be a verdict for the defendant. ‘This is the course 
pursued by the Lord Chief Justice. I think it was entirely right, and I 
move your lordships that this appeal be dismissed with costs. The other 
noble lords concurred, and the appeal was accordingly dismisred.— 
Counsti, Blake Odgers, Q.C., and W. Temple Franks ; apPellant in person. 
Souicitors, Harrison § Davies. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


RUABON STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.) v. LONDON ASSURANCE. ith Dec. 


InsuraANceE—Manine—Suip Docksp ror Rerarrs—Surp Sunveyen in Dock 
at Same Time—AprortionMeNt or Expenses BETWEEN SHIPOWNE&R AND 
UNDERWRITER. 


Appeal from order of Court of Appeal (46 W. R. 417; 1898, 1Q. B. 
722, Uhitty and Oollins, L.JJ., A. L. Smith, L.J., dissenting). The 
action was brought to recover the balance of expenses incurred by the 
appellants on the repair of their ship Ruabon, which had been insured by 
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the respondents, 


through perils insured against, and was placed in dock for the purpose of 
repairs, for which the underwriters were liable. The owners, the present | respondent to the Severn com 
appellants, took the opportunity of having the vessel surveyed, the doing | engine was in an engine-sh 


of which caused no further expense in any way. The short point raised 
was whether the owners were liable to bear any part of the expense 
involved in the docking of the ship and keeping her there while the repairs 
were being done. The Court of Appeal held that the cost must be borne 
equally by appellants and respondents. The owners appealed. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatsrury, L.C., and Lords MacnacutTen, Morris, 
Davey, Brampron, and Ronertson) reversed the decision of the Court of 
Appeal. 

Marl of Hatsnury, L.C., in the course of a long judgment said: The 
owner of the vessel took advantage of the opportunity afforded him by the 
insuring company. 
and then to iufer that as he used it he is called upon to pay. 


considering various classes of cases dealing with contribution, continued :] 0 
resent claim has been | Nor could it be said that the respondents were the occupiers of a part ot 


en sought to advance | the Severn company’s factory, so as to be the occupiers of a factory within 


I know of no case in which anything like the 
advanced. ‘This is the first time in which it has 
that principle where there is nothing in common between the two persons, 
except that one person has taken advantage of something that another 
person has done, there being no contract between them ; there being no 
obligation by which each of them is bound; and the duty to contribute is 
alleged to arise only on some general principle of justice—that a man 
ought not to get an advantage unless he pays for it. So that if a 
man were to cut down a wood which obscured his neighbour’s prospect 
and gave him a better view, he ought upon this principle to be 
compelled to contribute to cutting down the wood. Or if a man 
built a wall so as to shield his neighbour’s house from undue wet or 
danger from violent tempests he ought to be entitled to contribution 
because he has got an advantage from what his neighbour did. I can find 
no authority for any principle which includes this case. The heads of 
‘‘average,’’ ‘* principal and surety,” ‘‘ joint debtor,’’ or ‘‘ ownership of 
lands,’’ are intelligible heads of the law and are included within well- 
known and ascertained principles. This case seems to me to go entirely 
beyond those ascertained principles, for which it would appear there 
is no authority. No statute has authorized it; no principle of the 
common law comprehends it; and I am therefore unable to concur 
with the judgment of the majority of the Court of Appeal. The 


other noble lords concurring, the appeal was accordingly allowed.— | 


CounsEL, Cohen, Q.C., Montague Lush ; Joseph Walton, T. A. Hamilton. 
Soricrrors, Botterell § Roche, for Vaughan § Roche, Cardiff; Waltons, 
Johnson, Bubb, §& Whatton. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Court of Appeal. 


WALKER v. LILLESHALL CO, (LIM.). No.1. 16th Dec. 


Master AND Servant—Personat Insury py ‘“ Accripent’?—WorKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 37. 


Appeal from the award of the Bow County Court judge (Judge 
French, Q.C.) in proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. The appellant was an engine fitter in the 
employment of the respondents, who were engineers, and was engaged 
in fixing steam-pipe joints. On the day of the accident the appellant’s 
finger, which had been blistered, was poisoned by the red 1 
which was used in fixing the pipe joints. The county court judge held | 
that as the injury was caused through the appellant working in the | 
ordinary way and with the usual materials and appliances, there was no 
accident within the meaning of the Act. He accordingly made an award 
in favour of the respondents. | 

Tue Court (A. L. Srrn, Cottins, and VavaHan Wititams, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

A. L. Suiru, L J., said that in Hensey v. White (16 Times L. R. 64), 
Collins, L.J:, gave a meaning to the word “‘ accident” which he thought , 
right. The Lord Justice there said that “it was clear on the findings of | 
the county court judge that the element of accident was entirely wanting. 
The injury arose in the ordinary course of the deceased man’s work, 
though there might have been a little more exertion used by him in that 
Work on the occasion in question than was usual. In Pandorf v. Hamilton 
(12 App. Cas, 518, at p. 524) Lord Halsbury said that he thought that the 
idea of something fortuitous and unexpected was involved in the word 
‘accident.’ That element was wanting in the present case. In the cases 
which had been cited a fortuitous and unexpected element existed which 
was the proximate and ullimate cause of the death.’’ In the present case 
there was no accident at all. 

Coins and Vavenan WiiuiaMs, L.JJ., agreed.—Counser, Bassett 
Hopkins ; T. W. Chitty. Soxrcrrors, Bdward Clarke ; Hargreave § Heaton. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


FRANCIS v. TURNER BROTHERS. No. 1. 16th Dec. 


Masri RK AND SERVANT —CoMPENS ATION FOR INJURIES CavusED BY AccIpENT— 
EvrLoymMenr oN, OR IN, OR ABOUT A Facrory—Accrprnt at THIRD 
ae Facrorny—Wonk en's Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 6L Vicr. 
C 37), s. 7. 

, Appeal from the award of the Newtown County Court judge in proceed. 

ings to assess compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 

1897. The appellant was a labourer employed by the respondents at their 

factory. The respondents had purchased au old disused steam-engine which 

Was in the fuctory of the Severn Tweed Co. The latter factory was 860 


The Ruabon in the course of a voyage sustained damage { yards by the footpath from the respondent’s factory and about one mile 


from it by the road. The appellant and three other men were sent by the 

y’s factory t» remove the engine. The 
close to the carding machine in the Severn 
compavy’s factory, which was driven by steam. While the engine was 
being removed, a tank, which was above it, came down and injured the 
appellant. The county court judge held that the Act did not apply to an 
accident in a factory not belonging to the employers, and he made an 
award in favour of the respondents. : 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Sutra, Coitiss, and Vavenan Wiiuiass, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that by section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act the 
employment must be by the undertakers, inter alia, *‘on, or in, or about a 
factory.’’ In his opinion those words did not include employment at a 


It is fallacious first to say that he “‘ used the dock” | factory, not being the master’s factory, to which the workman was sent to 
[And after | work for his master. They meant employment at the factory which was 


occupied by the master, and where the master carried on his business 


the definition in the Act of 1897. By section 7, sub-section 2, the 
“‘ undertakers’? were defined as the occupiers of a factory within the 
meaning of the Factory and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1895. Section 23 of 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, was relied upon. That section, 
however, only made machinery and plant used in the process of loading or 
unloading from or to a dock, wharf, quay, or warehouse a factory, which 
did not cover the present case It was a special legisla'ive provision as to 
particular machinery and plant. 

Cottrss and Vaveuan Wriiiams, L.JJ., agreed.—Counset, Ellis J, 
io and H. C. Davenport ; Ruegg, Q.0., and A. Powell. Soxicrrors, 

Woosnam § Smith, for Martin Woosnam, Newtown ; Hurd § Son, for Williams, 
| Gittins, & Taylor, Newtown. 
{Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.] 


| LONDON AND WESTMINSTER BANK v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
| REVENUE. No. 1. 16th Dec. 


Revenve—Sramps—RecerpT—Exemption—Scrie Certiricate or Srock 
| wira Recerrr Tuerron—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), 

Scueputs I., * Receret,’’ Exemption 11. 

Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Day and Lawrance, 
JJ.) onacase stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue as to 
whether two receipts appearing on the face of a duly stamped scrip 
certificate of the Cape of Good Hope Consolidatel 3 per Cent. 
Stock were exempt from duty. The scrip certificate was dated 
the 14th of March, 1899, and provided that the bearer thereof 
was entitled to £100 Cape of Good Hope Consolidated 3 per Cent. 
Stock, after payment to the London and Westminster Bank of 
the instalments due thereon—namely, £40 on the 10th of April, 1899, and 
£40 on the 10th of May, 1899. Payment in full might be made at any 
| time under discount at the rate of 2 per cent. per annum. If default were 

made in payment of the amounts at their due dates, the previous payments 
would be liable to forfeiture. The receipts were at the foot of the certifi- 
| cate, and acknowledged the receipt of the two sums of £40 on the 10th 
| of April and the 10th of May, 1899, respectively. The certificate was duly 
| stamped as such with the duty of one penny, and the bank con‘ended that 
by reason of exemption 11 under the head ‘‘ Receipt” in Schedule 
I. to the Stamp Act, 1891, the receipts were exempt from duty. Toe 
' commissioners assessed the receipts with the duty of one penny 





and oil ‘each. The Divisional Court held that the receipts were exempt. 


By Schedule I., under the heading “ Receipt,’’ the duty is one penny, 
exemption 11 being, ‘‘ Receipt indorsed or otherwise written upon or 
contained in any instrument liable to stamp duty, and duly stamped, 
acknowledging the receipt of the consideration money therein expressed, 
or the receipt of any principal money, interest, or annuity thereby secared 
or therein mentioned.”’ 

Tur Cover (A. L. Surrn, Coitiss, and Vavenan Wriuusms, L JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. : . ; 

Corus, L.J., read the judgment of the court, in which he said that the 
receipts acknowledged the receipt of the consideration money expressed in 
the certificate. The ‘‘ consideration money therein expressed ’’ meant the 
money which it appeared from the terms of the instrument was the con- 
sideration for the obligation undertaken by the Cape Government. The 
Government undertook the obligation in return for the payment, not of 
one, but of all the instalments, and it made no difference whether the 
consideration money was paid in one sum or by instalments, or with con- 
ditions of forfeiture ornot. Nor was it material that the instrument could 
be transferred pending the payment of the instalments. The consideration 
money was not the first instalment paid on issuing the certificate, as that 
instalment was payable as a condition precedent to the certificate being 
handed over. The total sum for which the obligation was accepted was 
the consideration money. Exemption 11 therefore applied.—Oovunsen, Sir 
R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Danckwerts ; Joseph Walton, Q.0., and Melntyre. 
Souicrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Travers-Smith, Braithwaite, § 


Robinson. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.) 


TAYLOR AND ANOTHER v. ANNAND AND THE NORTHERN PRESS 
AND ENGINEERING CO. (LIM.). No, 2. 29th and 30th Nov. ; Ist, 
4th, and 13th Dec. 

Parenr—Acrion ror Inrrincement—Anticipation — Noveity —Svnincr- 

MATTER. 
Appeal from the ju ent of Cozens-H . J. (reported in 16 Rep. 

Pat. bas, 547). ~Fin of a patent poe in 1886 for a device for 
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printing late news in newspapers sued the defendants for infringement. 
‘Lhe plaintiffs’ apparatus accomplished its object by means of an auxiliary 
dram mounted on an auxiliary shaft, so as to be movable to any position 
along the shaft. This drum was conetructed to carry a “fudge box” 
holding the type. The specification claimed both the method of holding 
the type in the box aud the combination of the drum with the main stereo- 
typivg cylinder. The defendants also used a movable drum mounted on 


an auxiliary shaft, but they used linotype slugs instead of type, aud had a } 


box of different construction and a different method of holding the slugs. 
It was argued, both below and in the Appeal Court, that there was no 
infringement of the claim for the construction of the box and the method 
of holding the type, and that the plaintiffs’ patent was bad for, amongst 
other grounds, want of subject-matter and anticipation. Cozens-Hardy, 
J., held that the action must be dismi-sed with costs, on the ground that 
the plaint‘ffs’ patent was bad for wantof novelty. ‘Tce plaintiffs appealed, 
aud relied, in the course of their argument, as regards anticipation, on 
Hills vy. Evans (81 L J. Ch. 457) and Gadd v. Mayor of Manchester (9 Rep. 
Pat. Cas. 516) ; and as to subject-matter, on Siddell v. Vickers (89 W. R. 
385, 7 Rep. Pat. Cas. 292). The respondents cited Curtis v. Platt (35 L. J. 
Ch. 852), Sellers v. Dickinson (20 L. J. Ex. 417), and Procter v. Bennis (4 
Rep. Pat. Cas. 433, 36 Ch. D. 740). Cur. adv. vult. 


Tue Covet (Linney, M.R., Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.) held that the 
appeal must be substantially allowed and the order of the court below dis- 
charged. The judgment of the court was read by 


Romer, L.J., who said that the plaintiffs’ invention of 1886 was limited 
in scope but was of great practical importance, for their device marked a 
great advance in the development of machines for printing late news, 
especially in evening newspap-rs. For some years prior to their invention 
the result had been imperfectly obtained by cutting away a piece of the 
cylindrical stereo, necessarily 4 small piece, and putting in a few lines of 
ordinary type, fixed with difliculty and having a surface not concen- 
trical with the cyliuder. Undoubtedly the invention of the plaintiffs by 
which a larger quantity of type could be quickly and firmly fixed in the 
**fudge-box ” with a concentric surface, was ingenious and useful; it 


further received a subsequent improvement. In their lordships’ opinion | 


the suggestion that only the improvement was an invention was un- 
founded. The defendantsalleged anticipation and want of subject-matter. 
As to anticipation, the special problem solved by the plaintiffs was not 
before Applegath in 1858, for he was primarily concerned with colour 
printing. and he nowhere pointed cut or suggested a small auxiliary drum 
of any device by which type could be quickly added and firmly fixed. 
Again, the specification of Duncan of 1879, although its experiment 
was a failure, was interesting in view of what the plaintiffs had 
done, but its method was no anticipation of the plaintiffs’ device. 
Lastly, Newburn’s specification of 1885 carried the matter no further 
than Applegath’s of 1858; there was no substance in this part of the 
defence. As to subject-matter, it was impossible to say that there was 
no invention properly so called, or that all that the plaintiffs had done 
was to apply an old invention to a new want. The principle of using a 
small auxiliary cylinder was indeed known before, but the plaintiffs’ 
combipvation was substantially a new process, which was the result of real 
invention. As to certain minor questions raised on the special claims 1 and 
2 of tie specification, with regard to speedy means of fastening and the 
cylindrical concentric surface, their lordsbips held that both claims were 
undoubiedly good, as bad been held by Cozens-Hardy, J. With regard to 
claim 3, as to the combination of cylinders, their lordships were of the 
opposite opinion from that of C.zens-Hardy, J., and held that this, too, 
claimed a novelty which the defendants had infringed. Locking at the 
d-fendauts’ apparatus, their lordships were of opinion that they had clearly 
tiken th» substance of the plaintiffs’, making only a colourable alteration 
in the way in which the box was fastened to the drum. The order of the 
court beluw must be dircharged, the plaintiffs’ patent declared valid, and 
a ceitificate, if asked for, given.—Cotnse1, Astbury, Q.C., and Graham ; 
Moulton, Q C., and Walter. Soxicrrons, W. J & E. H. Tremellen, for Blair 
§ Seddon, Manchester; J. H. § J. Y. Johnson, for W. J. S. & J. A. 8. Scott, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


[Reported by W. H. Drarrr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BOOSEY +. WHIGHT & CO. No.2. 4th, 5th, and 12th Dec. 


Coryricut—InrrincementT—Book—Sueet or Mustc—Perroratep Surets ; 


vok Use iw A Mecwanicat Instrument—Coryricnt Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vier. c. 45), ss. 2, 15. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 47 W. R. 
554; 1899, 1 Ch. 836). The plaintiffs were proprietors of the copyright in 
the music of three songs. The action wa: brought to restrain an alleged 
infringement of the copyright. The acts complained of consisted in the 
sale by the defendants of perforated sheets of paper for use in an instru- 
ment cslled the Molian. This instrument was a wind instrument worked 
mechanically and containing forty-six pipes or reeds, each sounding a 
particular note, and furnished with stops, swells, and pedals, by means of 
which changes in the time and expression were effected. The sheets in 
question were in the form of rolls which were placed in the instrument 
and unrolled by its action so that whenever a pipe passed over a particular 
perforation the appropriate note was sounded. At the beginning of each 
roll a statement was printed as to the key in which the piece of music was 
written. Some of the rolls also contained in the margin directions to the 
performer: 28 to time and expression—¢e g., piano, crescendo, &c.—which 
wire copied from the plaintiffs’ songs. Stirling, J., held that the rolls, 
so far as they contained perforation, were part of the instrument, and 
were not copies of sheets of music within the Copyright Act, 1842; but 
that the addition of the directions as to time and expression was an 


‘ 


infringement of the plaintiffs’ copyright. The plaintiffs appealed against 
the first part of the judgment and the defendants against the latter part. 

Tue Court (Linptey, M.R., Jeune, P., Romer, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal, but allowed the defendants’ cross-appeal. 

Lixptey, M.R.—The plaintiffs are entitled to copyright in three sheets 
of music—that is, they bave the exclusive right of printing or otherwise 
multiplying copies of those sheets. They have no exclusive right to the 
production of the sounds indicated by or on those sheets, nor to the 
| performance in private of the music indicated by such sheets, nor to any 
mechanism for the production of such sounds or music. Their rights are 
not infringed except by an unauthorized copy of their sheets of music, and 
the only question we have to consider is whether the defendants have 
copied the plaintiffs’ sheets of music. The defendants have taken those 
sheets of music and have prepared from them sheets of paper with 
perforations in them, and these perforated sheets, when put into and used 
with properly-constructed machines or instruments, will produce or enable 
the machines or instruments to produce the music indicated on the 
plaintiffs’ sheets. Is a perforated sheet, made as above mentioned, a copy 
of a sheet of music within the Copyright Act? Isitacopy atall? A 
sheet of music is treated in the Copyright Act as if it were a book or sheet 
of letterpress. Any mode of copying such a thing, whether by 
printing, writing, photography, or by some other method not 
yet invented would, no doubt, be copying. So, perhaps, might 
a perforated sheet of paper to be sung or played from in the 
same way as sheets of music are sung or played from. But to play 
an instrument from a_ sheet of music which appeals to the 
eye is one thing; to play an instrament with a perforated sheet, which 
itself forms part of the mechanism which produces the music, is quite 
another thing. I have consulted dictionaries to ascertain the meanings 
attributed to the word ‘‘copy,’’ aud I do not myself think that the perforated 
sheet can be said to be a copy of the sheet of music unless the word 
‘copy’ is used in a very loose and inaccurate sense. In any case, I 
cannot bring myseif to think that the perforated sheet is a copy of a sheet 
of music within the meaning of the Copyright Act. The fundamental 
| ideas underlying them are different, and the uses to be made of them are 
fundamentally different. Music appeals to the ear, but a sheet of music 
appeals to the eye. The observation of Bayley, J., in West v. Francis 
| (6 B. & A. 737) applies not only to engravings, but to all kinds of books, 
| and the Cops right Act treats a sheet of music asittreatsabook He said: 
| ** A copy is that which comes so near the original as to give to every 
; person seeing it the idea of the original.” I do not say that the 
| defendants’ perforated rolls cannot possibly be regarded as sheets of music. 
| But conceding for the sake of argument that a person might be trained to 

Jay or even to sing from the perforated rolls, it is clear that they are not 
| made to be eo used, nor are they ever so used in fact, and we ought, in my 
| opinion, to deal with the case on broad business lines, and not on 
| unpractical though theoretically possible assumptions. If theee perforated 
| rolls were new, it appears to me their invention could be patented, and this 
| could not in wy opinion be said of any copy of any book. It may be true 
| that the manufacture and sale of the perforated sheets diminish the sale 
| of the plaintiffs’ sheets of music. But it does not follow that the plaintiffs’ 
| copyright bas been infringed, and I am of opinion that it has not. I regard 
| the defendants’ perforated sheets as part of a mechanical c ntrivance for 
| producing musical notes; and I cannot think that manufacturers 

of musical instruments infringe any person’s copyright by so constructing 

their machines and appliances to be used with them as to produce musical 

notes indicated on a sheet of music. On this broad and very important 
| question I am of opinion that the decision of Stirling, J., is right. On 
| another but comparatively subordinate question I am unable to agree 

with him. He has restrained the defendants from copying the directions 
; on the plaintiffs’ sheets of music to the persons using them. The plain- 
| tiffs’ copyright no doubt protects these directions so long as they are used 
| in connection with their musical scores. But apart from tho e scores the 
| plaintiffs have no copyright in such directions. The directions are not 
in themselves a sheet of music, nor are they a sheet of letterpress 
separately published. Even if they were they would be mere words, not 
sentences forming a literary composition in which copyright could be 
acquired. Upon this point the case is governed by Hollinrake v. Trusweli 
(1894, 3 Ch. 420), and the injunction granted by Stirling, J., must be 
discharged. 

Jeungz, J., concurred in the judgment of Lindley, M.R. 
| Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, Butcher, 

Q.C., and Scrutton ; Moulton, Q.C., T. Terrell, Q.C., and Eustace Smith. 
| Soricrrors, Wilkinson, Howlett, § Wilkinson ; Maples, Teesdale, § Co. 
[Reported by J. I. Sriziixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PARRY v. LIVERPOOL MALT CO. No.2. 20th Dec. 


| AnprrraTIon—ConTract—PrincipaL AND AGsNT—ARBITRATION CLAUSE 
Forsippinec Lecat Procerpines py Errnaer Parry—AwWarp or ARBI- 
TRATORS Finvinc AGeEnt To Biame—DismissaL or SAGENT—ACTION FOR 
Damaces—Morton to Stay ProceepiIncs—ARBiITRATION Act, 1889 (52 & 
53 Vict. c. 49), 8. 4. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Phillimore, J.,at chambers. By 
; an agreement dated the 20th of December, 1897, between the plaintiff and 
the defendant company, the defendant company appointed the plaintiff as 
| their sole agent in certain specified counties and towns for the sale of 
certain articles manufactured by the defendant company. The 
plaintifi’s agency was to continue fur seven years certain from the 
' Ist of April, 1897, and thereafter until it should be determined 
| by twelve calendar months’ notice in writing. It was also to 
| cease at once if, whether before or after the expiration of the 
seyen years, the company should cease to carry on business. The 
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laintiff was to receive a remuneration, which was in the form of a com- 
mission. The agreement further provided that ‘‘any dispute arising in 
connection with this agreement between the parties hereto shall be referred 
to arbitration in accordance with, and subject to, the provisions of the 
arbitration clause in the rules and bye-laws of the Liverpool Corn 
Trade Association (Limited).’’ Olause 17 of the liverpocl Corn 
‘Trade Association Rules provided that “all disputes arising out of trans- 
actions connected with the trade, except such as arise out of the 
business of the Clearing House, shall be referred to two arbitrators, 
one to be chosen by each party in difference, the two arbitrators 
having power to call in a third in case they shall deem it necessary ’’ ; and 
also provided that for the purpose of enforcing any award the rules end 
any contract referring thereto might be made a rule of court. After sume 
time the defendant company alleged that the plaintiff had committ.d 
breaches of his agreement (1) by neglecting or refusing to render proper 
accounts and returns in accordance with the said agreement ; (2) by unduly 
retaining moneys of the defendant company collected from their 
customers; and (3) by neglecting to canvass, on the defendant company’s 
behalf, districts which it was his duty as their agent to canvass. The 
laintiff denied all these charger, and ‘‘ disputes’? having thus “‘ arisen 
tween the parties,’’ the questions whether the plaintiff had been guilty 
of the three offences above mentioned were, in accordance with the 
provisions of the agreement of December, 1897, referred to arbitration. 
‘The arbitrators appointed under the rules of the Liverpool Corn Trade 
fessociation made their award on the 10th of November, 1899, and 
thereby found against jhe plaintiff upon the first and the second 
questions, and in his favour upon the third. The defendant com- 
pany thereupon at once dismissed the plaintiff from their employment. 
The plaintiff on the 17th of November, 1899, issued a writ against 
the defendant company, claiming damages for wrongful dismissal, 
and the defendant company, not having delivered any pleading or taken 
any step in the action, took out a summons asking that the action might be 
stayed under section 4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889. The plaintiff con- 
tended that a dispute as to whether the dismissal by the defendant com- 
pany was wrongful was not one of those disputes which could be referred 
to arbitration under the agreement of December, 1897. That agreement, 
he alleged, directed a reference to arbitration only in such disputes as 
could be referred in accordance with the arbitration clause (above quoted) 
in the bye-laws of the Liverpool Corn Trade Association, and therefore 
not in the present case. The arbitrators, it was further contended, were 
functi officio, having dealt finelly with the matters referred to them, and they 
had not found that the defendant company were entitled to di:miss the 
plaintiff. The Liverpool Di-trict Registrar made an order on the 
defendant comyany’s summons, staying all proceedings in the action, under 
tection 4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889. The defendant company appeared 
against that order to Phillimore, J., at chambers, and the learned judge 
discharged the order of the district registrar, and refused to stay pro- 
ceedings. The defendant company appealed to the Court of Appeal. 
Tur Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 
Linpvey, M.R. said: I think Dr. Thomas has argued this case extremely 
well; and he has satisfied me that in the case of Davis v. Starr (87 W. R. 
481, 41 Ch. D. 24z)—I speak for myself only—I was wrong on the facts. 
I do not think I was wrong on the law applicable to the case: the principle 
I there laid down iszight enough. Of course the arbitration clause was 
not in the words of the present Act, and did not contain the words as to 
the applicant being when the proceedings were commenced, and still 
remaining, ready and willing to do all things necessary to the proper 
conduct of the arbitration. Assuming, then, that we were right on the 
jacts of that case, the decision was quite right in principle. But I doubt 
now whether we were right on the facts; and I prefer, myself, the view 
tuken of similar facts in Renshaw v. Queen Anne Residential Mansions and 
Hotel Co. (45 W. R. 487; 1897, 1 Q B. 662). The view we took 
of the facts in Davis v. Starr (uli supra) appears to have been 
what led to the present controversy. Iam sorry forit. But what is the 
pioper answer to the question now raised? The doubt I had was whether 
there was anything to arbitrate upon, and, still more, anything to bring an 
action upon. Here is a contract between the Liverpool Malt Co. on the 
one side and Mr. Parry on the other, by which Mr. Parry was to act as 
the company’s agent, and they were to empley him for seven years. 
Disputes afterwards arose between the pariies. Parry’s employers were 
not satisfied with his conduct, and they dismirsed him. Before that, 
under the arbitration clause in the contract, certain questions had been 
brought before arbitrators. ‘Ibe decision in that arbitration was adverse 
to Mr. Parry ; so adverse that he could not hope to get from the arbitra- 
tors any damages for his dismissal. In my judgment that substantially 
and in point of law puts an end to the whole thing. Then Parry brings 
an action against the company, and the defendants say that in their 
agreement with Lim there ir a clause providing that any dispute arising in 
connection with the agreement between the parties thereto shall be 
referred to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the arbitration 
Cause in the rules of the Liverpool Corn Trade Association, and 
that the arbitration clause (clause 17) in those rules provides that all 
disputes ariting out of transactions connected with the trade shall be 
reierred to two arbitrators. I cannot agree with the ingenious suggestion 
of Lr. Thomas that you are to limit that as meaning disputes arising in 
connection with the agreement between Parry and the company, and that 
you are to substitute those words of the agreement of December, 1897, 
“arising in connection with this agreement,’’ for the actual words used in 
Clause 17 of these rules. I think it is impossible to say that. Therefore 
we have the 17th clause, which contains towards the end a provision that 
nither of the contracting parties shall bring any action against the other 
in respect of any dispute which has not been settled by the arbitrators. 
There is no reason for refusing to stay this action under section 4 of the 


Arbitration Act, 1889. On the whole I am satisfied that Phillimore, J., 
came to the conclusion he did by reason of the case of Davis v. Starr (ubi 
svpra), upon which I have already commented. I think, therefore, that 
this appeal ought to be allowed. 

Romer, L.J , delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsgi, 7. G. 
Horridge ; T. Wiiles Chitty and Dr. Thomas. Soxicrrors, Barrell, Wilkin- 
son, § Reid, for Rodway, Barrell, § Wilkinson, Liverpool; Burn § Berridge, 
for J. B. Wilson, Dean, § McMaster, Liverpcol. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzixz, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re HARDSTAFF’S SETTLEMENT TRUST. Stirling, J. 16th Dec. 
PractrceE—Perririon—SaLce py Trustee or Sxerritep Lanps—Szrvice ox 

REMAINDERMEN—TRvsTER Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), s. 44—Serriep 

Lanp Acts, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 17, 63, anp 1884 (47 & 48 

Vicr. c. 18), s. 7 (1). 

This was a petition presented by the trustee of the two wills of R. H. 
Hardstaff and W. C. Hardstaff, dated respectively the 15th of March, 
1890, and the 16th of June, 1888. By the will dated the 28th of September, 
1861, of Henry Hardstaff each of his two sone, the above-mentioned 
testators, was at the death of such son entitled to nine equal undivided 
thirteenth parts of certain lands. By his said will R. H. Hardstaff devised 
all his real estate to the petitioner upon trust to sell the same (with no 
provision as to reservation of minerals) and to stand possessed of the 
resulting investments in trust for the benefit in equal third parts of 
his three sisters and their children respectively. W. C. Hardstaff by 
bis said will devised all his real estate to the petitioner upon analogous 
trusts in equal moieties for the benefit of two of the three said sisters and 
their children respectively. It was now desired to eell the said lande, 
reserving the minerals for ate sale, which would be of great profit to the 
persons beneficially entitled. Of the three sisters, she who was benefited by 
one will only was dead, leaving four children. Of the other two, who were 
both married, one had children, the other none; the petitioner was the 
husband of the former. The petition had been served upon six respondents 
only—viz., the two surviving sisters and the four children of the deceased 
sister. On behalf of the petitioner, it was submitted that it was enough to 
have the consents of the tenants for life, and that the petition need not be 
served on the remaindermen: Re Nagle’s Trusts (6 Ch. D. 104), Re Wads 
worth’s Trust (63 L. T. Rep. 217), and Re Woodcock’s Trustees (37 Soricirors’ 
JovrnaL, 250, in which case infant revereioners were indeed directed to be 
served, but they were entitled in possession and not in remaind: r). 

Srraiine, J., at first expressed his opinion that in the divided state of 
the authorities he ought to have the remaindermen added as respondents 
But on countel for the petitioner ens out that time pressed for an 
advantageous sale, that the same solicitors acted for all parties, and that 
the petitioner trustee was the father of the remaindermen in question, his 
lordsbip complied with the suggestion that a consent brief on behalf of the 
said remaindermen should be added and produced to the registrar. The 
order was made as prayed, subject to the preduction of such consent brief 
and to the appointment of a guardian ad litem (not the petitioner) for such 
of the remaindermen as were infants; costs to be taxed, to include the 
costs of an opinion taken by the trustee in the matter prior to preseutation 
of the petition as to the form of application.—CounskgL, @. B. Rashleigh 
and 7. F. Todd. Soxicrrors, Winter, Bothamley, § Co., for Sweet § Son, 


Taunton. 
[Reported by W. H. Drarer, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE TRENCH TUBELESS TYRE CO. (LIM.). BETHELL v. TRENCH 
TUBELESS TYRE CO. (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 15th Dec. 


CompaNy—Votuntary WinpiInc up—INVALID APPOINTMENT OF 
LiquIpaTor. 


This was a motion in an ordinary debenture-holders’ action asking, on 
behalf of the defendant company, that the receiver already appointed in 
the action by Kekewich, J., on the Ist of December, 1899, might be 
ordered to hand over to Mr. Marreco, the liquidator of the company, 
certain books and documents belonging to the company and not comprised 
in the debenture-holders’ eecutity. It appeared from the affidavit of the 
receiver in the debenture-hclders’ action that he was perfectly willing to 
hand over the books as the court might direct, but that in the meauwhile 
he was informed by his solicitors that they had grave doubts as to whether 
Mr. Marreco had been properly appointed liquidator of the company. It 
———< from an affidavit of the secrtary of the defendant company 
that at an extraordinary meeting convened on the Ist of November, 1899, 
the defendant company had duly passed the following resolutions: (1) 
That the company be wound up voluntarily; (2) that Mr. W. Walker 
appointed as oe ad On the 6th of November notices were sent out 
to the shareholders convening an extraordinary general meeting for the 
16th of November, 1899, for the pur of contirming the above two 
resolutions. On the meeting being held on the 16th of November the first 
of the above two resolutions was confirmed, but the appointment of Mr. 
Walker was not confirmed, and Mr. Marreco was appointed in his place. 
On bebalf of the defendant company it was contended that the res»lution 
to appoint Mr. Walker liquidator, after its rejection at the confirmatory 
meeting, ought to be treated as though it had never been made, and no 
notice had ever been given of it: Re Indian Zoedone Co. (32 W. R. 481, 26 
Ch. D. 70). That being eo, the company was at liberty, after the confirma- 
tion of the resolution to wind up, to appoint a liquidator forthwith, without 
giving previous notice at all: Oakes v. Twrquand (15 W. R. 1201, L. R. 2 

ng. & Ir, App. 325, at p. 355), Re Welsh Flannel and Tweed Co. (23 W, RB, 
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558, L. R. 20 Eq. 360). 
appointed Mr. Marreco. 

Kexewicn, J —This is a new point, and I do not think the doctrine laid 
down by Lord Chelmsford in Oakes v. Turquand, at p. 355, is applicable here 
Here we have a liquidator actually appointed at the previous meeting ; and 
then, at the confirmatory meeting, he finds himself rejected, and another 
man appointed in his place. That seems to me to be wrong. I go on the 
ground that it is not possible to do more than affirm or reject resolutions 
of which notice has been previously given—that it is not possible to amend 
them. A chareholder is entitled to know whether or not it is worth his 
while to attend a particular meeting. He may have no particular 
objection, for instance, to the appointment of a proposed person as 
liquidator, and so may decide not to be present. It would be unfair if 
some different and objectionable person were then to be appointed bebind 
his back. It seems to me, for the reason indicated, that the liquidator in 
this case has not been properly appointed.—Counset, Ward Coldridge ; 
+ it me Q.C., and Martelli. Soxtcrtors, Phillips § Boyle; Francis & 

ohnson, 


They had taken advantage of this liberty, and 


[Reported by J. E. Morris, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE DUKE OF WESTMINSTER AS CUSTOS ROTULORUM OF THE 
COUNTY OF LONDON AND THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. 
THE DUKE OF BEDFORD AS CUSTOS ROTULORUM OF THE 
COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX. Bigham, J. 8th and 18th Dec. 


Locat Government—Cvustopy or Ancient Recorps RELATING TO THE 
Oup County or Mippiesex—Prorerty Svurnsect To APPORTIONMENT 
Locat Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), ss. 1, 2, 40, 64 100. 
The plaintiffs claimed a declaration that the records and documents of 

the old county of Middlesex which were in existence on the Ist of April, 

1889, and then deposited at tne Sessions House, Clerkenwell, were 

” erty”? subject to apportionment between the counties of London 

and Middlesex within the meaning of section 40, sub-section 7, of the 

Local Government Act, 1888; that they were in the joint legal custody of 

the plaintiffs and the defendant, and that such of them as related to the 

locality known as the County of London were in the legal custody of the 

Duke of Westminster as custos rotulorum of the County of London. An 

award under section 40 of the above-mentioned Act had been made upon a 

submis:ion of all matters between the parties by commissioners appointed 

under the Act, and that award had not dealt with these awards. The records 
were alleged to be of great arch#logical value, and to include documents 
extending as far back as the reign of Edward VI., and to have reference 
to convictions, inclosure awards, deposited plans, certificates of the 
division and closing up of highways and the iike. A number of them 
were of purely local interest, and related purely to that area now known as 
the County of London. All these documents were formerly kept at the 

Sessions House, Clerkenwell, which became a part of the County of 

London under the Act of 1888, but in December, 1893, they were removed 

to the Guildball, Westminster, and the London County Council then gave 

notice that they claimed them as property which had to be apportioned 

between the counties of London and Middlesex, pursuant to rections 40 

and 64 of the Act of 1888. For the plaintiffs it was contended that the 

documents in question were ‘‘ property ’’ subject to apportionment within 
the meaning of the statute; that they ought to remain in the custody of 
the clerk of the peace for the County of London who held them prior to the 
passing of the Act of 1888 as clerk of the peace for that part of Middlesex 
which was now included in the County of London, especially having regard to 
the fact that the County of London had to administer seven-eights of the area 
of the old county of Middlesex. The defence was that the Act of 1888 did not 

ovide for the tiansfer of these records which had from time immemorial 

en in the custody of the clerk of the peace for Middlesex as agent for 
the custos rotulorum of that county ; that even if the Act did, the plaintiffs 
could not succeed in the precent action, as all matters of dispute between 
the two counties had been referred to arbitration and adjudicated upon 





under the Act. In those proceedings the plaintiffs made no claim to the 
records in question and were therefore not entitled to raise the point now, 
as the statute intended that the award should be a final settlement of all | 
disputes between the parties. At the conclusion of the argument judg- 
ment was reserved. 

Bina, J., held that the records and documents in question were at 
present where they ought to be, and that they ought to remain in the 
custody of the defendant. Many of the documents went back to ancient | 
times, and if they were to be apportioned as the plaintiffs suggested some | 
would have to go to the London County Council, some to the Middlesex | 
County Councii (for that body took over the administrative business of so | 
much of Middlerex as was not transferred to the administrative County of | 

/ j, end some would have to be left with the clerk of the peace, and | 
this would introduce inextricable confusion. The Duke of Westminster 
was merely the custos votulorum of the new County of London, and as such 
wae entitled to records and document's of the new quarter sessions for that 
new county, aud to nothing more. Tuere was no provision in the Act 
affording any pretence for saying that avy of the records and documents | 
in dispute been transferred to him. If that view was right then it 


for the defendants, but he thought this was a case in which no costs 
should be allowed.—Counse., Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., Horace Avory, and 
Daldy ; Cripps, Q.C., and Danckwerts. Soxtcrrors, V7. .A. Blazland ; Sir R. 
Nicholson. 

[Reported by Exsxivxe Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Curistmas Vacation, 1899. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During Christmas Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,”’ are to be made until Saturday, December 
30th inclusive, to the Honourable Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, and alter 
that date to the Honourable Mr. Justice Darling. 

Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy will act as Vacation Judge from Friday, 
December 22nd, to Saturday, December 30th, both days inclusive. His 
lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
December 28th, and (if necessary) on Friday, December 29th. On other 
days, within the above period, applications in urgent matters may be made 
to bis lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Darling will act as Vacation Judg® from Mondsy, January 
Ist, 1900, to Wednesday, January 10th, both days inclusive. His lordship 
will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, January 4th. 
On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent matters 
may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and als» an envelope capable of receiving the 
papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter : To the Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be cent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge, 
can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

Tne chambers of Mr. Justice Kekewich will be open for vacation business 
only, from 10 to 2 on Wednesday, December 27 ; Thursday, December 28 ; 
Friday, December 29, 1899 ; Tuesday, January 2; Wednesday, January 3 ; 
Thursday, January 4; and Friday, January 5, 1900. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Noricg. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, I am directed to inform you that 
a special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in the 
hall of the society on Friday, the 26th of January, 1900, at 2 p.m. precisely. 

Members who desire to move resolutions or to ask questions should give 
notice of them to the secretary on or before the 4th of January, 1900, as it 
will be necessary to include them in the notice convening the meeting. 

By order, 


(Signed) E. W. Wiuramson, Secretary. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL, 


The seventy-second annual general meeting of this socicty was held on 
the 28th ult. The president (Mr. Chas. E. Stevens) in the chair. The 
annual report of the committee and the honorary treasurer’s accounts 
having been taken as read, 

The Puesipent delivered an address, in which, after, among other 
matters, referring to the position taken up by the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue in claiming a release stamp in addition to the 
ordinary ad valorem stamp on a transfer of mortgage in which the 
mortgagor joins and a part of the mortgage debt is paid olf, 
which has been judicially decided to be untenable, and upon the 
question of stamping conveyances of property subject.to an apportioned 
rent, he said: *‘ But, not content with seeking to alter the long-esta lished 
practice in the stampiug of transfers of mortgages and conveyances +ubjecs 
to an apportioned rent, the commissioners, I understand, have recently 
raised yet another contention, which, if sustained, would revolutionize 
the practice with reference to the stamping of conveyances cont tining 
building covenants. It was suggested ‘that such covenants would 
necessitate the stamping of the deed with a duty of 10s. in addition tu 


c to deal with the defendants’ contention that the | the ad valorem duty on the consideration paid, and at one time it looked 
dicuments had passed to him by virtue of an award made under the | 44 though we should have been obliged again to resort to a court of law. 


provisions of the Act. He believed the question of the right to the Fortunately, the stamp authorities appear to have altered their view on 
custody of these documents was not in the minds of any of the parties at | this point, and, for the present at wll events, the practice remains 


the the of the mbmixion and arbitration, and therefore the awad did 


prt affect the matter in controversy. Mis judgment would therefore be | adherence by the stamp authorities to any practice, however well- 


undisturbed. It would seem, however, that we cannot depend upon the 
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established we may consider it to be, and I cannot help thinking that 
the instances to which I have referred point to the necessity for some 
drastic alteration in the procedure by which a judicial decision may be 
obtained upon questions of stamp duty. At present such a decision 
can only be obtained upon a special case submitted to a Divisional 
Court, involving the employment of counsel, the preparation of briefs, 
and all the expense and delay attendant upon a hearing in court. 
In cases of adjudication of stamp duty it is rarely worth a client’s while 
to carry the matter further than an argument with the solicitor for stamps, 
who, though always courteous and ready to listen to argument, is 
naturally disposed to adhere to his own view, or to support that of his 
subordinates. I would suggest that the Law Societies might, with 
advantage, consider the advisability of promoting legislation, somewhat on 
the lines of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, providing for questions 
of stamp duty being heard by a judge in chambers on a summons upon 
which solicitors might appear. The judge would, of course, have 
discretionary power to adjourn a summons into court, and an appeal from 
his decision (which would probably be rarely resorted to), whether in 
chambers or in court, might be direct to the Court of Appeal. I believe 
that such a procedure would be of advantage both to the public and to 
the commissioners, as tending to settle disputed questions of duty upon a 
sound basis, and to settle them promptly and at a comparatively small cost. 
A similar procedure might with advantage be adopted for the settlement 
of the innumerable que:tions which are constantly arising as to the pay- 
ment of duty under one or other of the sections of the Finance Acts.’ 
Turning to the Companies Bill, which was first introduced in 1896, and 
reintroduced in an amended form in 1897 and 1898, the president said : ‘‘ It 
will probably claim a large proportion of the attention of your committee 
in the coming year. The Bill of 1896 was very fully considered and 
reported upon, and some of the provisions which your committee con- 
sidered to be open to serious objection do not reappear in the most recent 
form of the Bill. At the same time some of the provisions relating to the 
duties and liabilities of directors still appear to be of so stringent a 
character that they are calculated to deter cautious and conscientious 
business men from accepting the office of director. The Bill, even 
in its amended form, seems to be calculated to seriously hamper and 
impede legitimate business, and there is a risk that its framers, 
by attempting too much, may be found to have defeated their own object. 
Notwithstanaing the number of cases which, from time to time, come 
before the courts and in which fraud or gross carelessness is charged 
against the promoters or directors of a company, the number is, after all, 
a very will percentage of the total number of companies which are 
registered and which represent an enormous amount of capital and volume 
of business. It is of the last importance that these vast interests should be 
in the hands of men of standing in the commercial world—men of probity 
and business capaci: y—vend avy legislation which would tend to deter such 
men from a cepting the office of director is to be strongly deprecated. I 
should have been glad if the framers had been content to introduce a 
separate Bill, or even separate Bills, dealing with such questions as the in- 
corporation of the company, the registration of mortgages, the allotment of 
shares and commencement of business, and other points upon 
which there would have been a general consensus of opinion and which 
might have become law, to the great advantege of the investing and 
trading public, pending the passing of the more comprehensive measure. 
The result of its sponsors’ determination to have ‘the Bill, the whole 
Bill, and nothing but the Bill,’ is that three years bave elapsed, a mass of 
evidence has been taken by a special committee, and the amendments of 
the law, which everyone is desirous of seeing introduced, still remain 
in abeyance.” 

It was moved by the President, seconded by the Vice-President, and 
resolved: ‘*That the report of the committee, together with the hon. 
treasurer’s accounts, be approved and adopted, and that the same be 
printed and circulated.” 

It was moved by Mr. H. C. Duncan, seconded by Mr. T. ©. Ryley, and 
resolved: ‘* That the thanks of the meeting be given to the president for 
= address, and that the same be printed and circulated as part of 

e report.”’ 

It was moved by Mr. J. W. Alsop, eeconded by Mr. R. 8. Cleaver, and 
resolved: ‘*That the thanks of the society be given to the officers and 
members of the committee for their services during the past year.”’ 

There were thirteen nominations to fill the vacancies upon the committee, 
and the following were elected for the term of three years next ensuing: 
Messrs. F. H. Baxter, T. Bellringer, 8. Castle, P. Dobell, J. H. Gair, 
F. H. Kendall, A. T. Squarey, E. G. Tarbet, and T. H. Thornely. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of 402 members. The number of 
barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library 
is 50. 
. Liverpool Court of Passage.— In November last a joint deputation, repre- 
senting the Corporation of Liverpool, the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, 
and this society, waited upon the Lord Chancellor to urge upon him the 
desirability of sanctioning the early application of the rules which were 
submitted in 1894, the most important of which was that applying the 
provisions of order 14 of the High Court, The Lord Chancellor stated 
that there was a strong feeling in certain quarters that the application of 
that order had already gone too far, and that the tendency was rather to 
curtail than to extend its operation, but he promised to bring the views 
of the deputation before the Rule Committee. Your committee regret 
that, although the town clerk has more than once written to the Lord 
Chancellor asking for information, no satisfactory reply has yet been 
received. The matter will continue to receive the attention of the 


Liverpool and Manchester Chancery Work.—In March last, on the appoint- 
ment of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. District Registrar Lowndes 
intimated to the president that the new judge would take the Lancashire 
business instead of Mr. Justice Byrne, and that Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy 
had suggested that every alternate Saturday would be sufficient for the 
Liverpool and Manchester business. Mr. Lowndes proposed that your 
committee should take the matter into consideration and communicate 
with the committee of the Manchester Law Association. Your committee 
at once acted upon this suggestion, and both committees passed resolutions 
approving of the proposed arrangement by way of experiment, but 
expressing the opinion that chamber work should be taken before court 
work. 

Stamps on Convey taining Building Covenants.—The attention of 
your committee has been drawn, by the Preston Incorporated Law 
Society, to another contention recently raised by the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners requiring conveyances containing building covenants to be 
impressed with a 103. stamp in addition to the ordinary ad valorem duty on 
the consideration money, basing their contention on section 4 (4) of the 
Stamp Act, 1891. From a communication recently received from the 
Preston Incorporated Law Society, however, it would aed that deeds of 
the class referred to have lately been adjudicated according to the previous 
practice, and there is reason to believe that the authorities have abandoned 
their contention. Your committee do not, therefore, propose to take any 
further action in the matter at present. 











LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honours ExaMInaTIon.—NoveEMBER, 1899. 


At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction : 


First Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Arruvr Currrorp Fountaryg, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Cochrane, of Bristol. 

ALFRED Epwarp Western, M.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Edward Y. Western, of the firm of Messrs. Western & Sons ; and Mr. 
Sydney E. Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Young, Jones, & Co. ; both of 
London. 

Seconp Cuass. 
{fn Alphabetical Order. ] 


Charles Arthur Cohen, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Romer & 
Haslam, of London. 

James Ernest Townshend Ducker, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Woolley, of the firm of Messrs. Moody & Woolley, of i. 

James Langdale Gregory, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
McCheyne Macmaster, of th firm of Messrs. Gordon, Hunter, & Macmaster, 
of Bradford. 

Edward Lister Sandbach, B.C.L., M.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr Robert Wood Williamson, of the firm of Messrs. Slater, Heelis, 
Williamson, Colley, & Tulloch, of Manchester ; and Messrs. Busk, Mellor, & 
Norris, of London. 

Wilfred Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. John George Wilson, 
of the firm of Messrs. J. G. Wilson, —- Cadle, of Durham. 

Benjamin Arthur Woolf, who served clerkship with Mr. Edwin 
— of the firm of Messrs. Edwin Andrew, White, & Wattson, of 

ndon. 

Hubert Wright, who served his clerkship with Mr. Holmes bp of 
the firm of Messrs. Wright & Waterworth, of Keighley: and Messrs. 
Clarke & Blundell, of London. 

Turep Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Leslie Blunt, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Janson, Cobb, 
Pearson, & Co., of London. 

Michael Cory Dixon, B.A. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
John Cory Monkhouse, of Liverpool. 

Samuel Herbert Easterbrook, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
William Kitson, of Nae gen * 

William Gerard Finch, who served his clerkship with Mr. Norman Hill, 
of the firm of Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, & Co., of Live ; and Mr. 
Richard Finch, of the firm of Messrs. Finch & Johnson, of Preston. 

Arthur Hardwick, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Hopkins, of Leeds. 
ik Hartley, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Edward Heath, 
Sons, & Lawton, of Manchester. 

Thomas Walter Howland, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Messrs. Indermaur, Clark, & Parker, of London. 

Percy Jennings, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur John Finch, 
of the firm of Messrs, Jennings & Finch, of London. 

Ewart D’Aguilar Ewart Jukes, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Ewart Jukes, of ; and Messrs, Douglas Norman & Co., of London. 
Emest Walter Lea, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Charles 
Lea, of London. 

Edward Lonsdale, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Sandeman 





committee, 


of Accrington. 
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Julian George Lousada, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Edmund Thomps%n Gilchrist Wilson, of the firm of Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, 
& Gray, of London, 

Douglas Aikenhead Stroud, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. A. C. Hillman, of Eastbourne ; and Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & 
Michelmore, of London. 

Herbert George Westley, B.A., LL.B (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Arthur William Freeman, of the firm of Messrs. Pinsent & Co , of 
Birmingham ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Uo., of London. 

William Woodcock, B A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. George James Johnson, of the firm of Messrs. Johnsons, Bar lay, & 
Rogers, of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Burton, Yeates & Hart, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Scciety have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded tie following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Fountaine —Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value about £10 ; The Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas ; and 
the John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 

To Mr. We-tern—The Prize of the Honourable Socie‘y of Clifford-inn— 
value 10 guineas 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Seventy-eight candidates gave notice for the examination. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 
IN THE YEAR 1899. 


EpectaL Prizes Orpen To att CANDIDATES. 
Scott Scholarship. 


Percy James Smita, being, in the opinion of the Council, the candidate 
best acquainted with the theory, principles, and practice of law, they have 
awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr. James Scott, of Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. Mr. Smith served his clerkship with Mr. William Clifton, of 
Nottingham, and obtained the Prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s-inn and the Daniel Reardon Prize at the Honours Examination 
held in June, 1899. 

Broderip Prize. 

Percy James Smiru, being first in order of merit, and having shewn 
himself best acquainted with the law of real property and the practice of 
conveyancing, passed a ratisfactory examination, and attained honorary 
distinction, the Council have also awarded to him the prize consisting of a 
G 1d Medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Locat Prizzs. 
Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool. 

Micuaret Cory Dixon, B.A. (Lond.), from among the candidates from 
Liverpool, who served two-thirds of his pericd of service there, having 
passed the best examination and a'tained honorary distinc'ion, the Council 
nave awarded to him the Gold Medal founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of 
Liverpool. Mr. Dixon served his clerkship with Mr. John C. Monkhouse, 
of Liverpool. and was placed in the third class at the Honours Examina- 
tion held in November, 1899. 


Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Liverpool or Preston. 

Witi1aM Gerarp Fincu, from among the candidates from Liverpool or 
Preston, having shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real 
property and the practice of conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination and attuined honorary distinction, the Oouncil have also 
awarded to him the Gold Medal founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of 
Liverpool. Mr. Finch served his clerkship with Mr. A. N. Hill, of Liver- 
pool, and Mr. Rd. Finch, of Preston, and obtained third class honours at 
the Honours Examination in November, 1899. 


Birmingham Law Society’s Gold Medal. 
There was no one qualified for this prize. 


Birmingham Law Society’s Bronze Medal. 


Cuartes Hanrotp Smiru, being first in order of merit among the 
candidates who are articled to members of the Birmingham Law Society, 
and having attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to 
him the Bronze Medal of the Birmingham Law Society. Mr. Smith 
served his clerkship with Mr. Gcorge T. Smith, of Birmingham, and 
obtained a second class certificate at the Honours Examination held in 
April, 1899. 


Stephen Heelis Prize for Candidates from Manchester or Salford. 


Epward Lister Sanpnacu, B.C.L., M.A. (Oxon.), from among the 
candidates from Manchester or Salford, having passed the best examina- 
tion, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him 
the Gold Medal, founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of 
Manchester. Mr. Sandbach served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Wood 
Williamson, of Manchester, and obtained a.second class certificate at the 
Honours Examination held in November, 1899. 


The Mellersh Prize. 

Joun Rosert Cocuran, B.A. (Lond.), from among candidates who have 
been articled ia the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the sons of 
solicitors who have resided or practised in either of those counties, having 
shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real property and the 


Messrs. Meadows, Elliott, Meadows, & Thorpe, of Hastings, and obtained 
a second class certificate at the Honours Examination held in April, 1899, 


The Travers-Smith Scholarship. 

At a meeting of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, teld the 
15th of December, 1899, the scholarship for the year 1899 was, on the 
recommendation of the trustees of the late Mr. Joseph Travers-Smith, 
awarded to Mr. Arruur Ciirrorp Fountaryg, who served his articles with 
Mr. James Cochrane, of Bristol. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Dec. 12.—Chairman, Mr. C. A. 
Anderson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Walter v. Lane 
(1899, 16 Times L. R. 27) was wrongly decided.’”? Mr. W. de Bracy 
Herbert opened in the affirmative; Mr. Ernest Hepburn seconded in the 
affirmative. Mr. F. W. Sherwood opened in the negative; Mr. W.S8. 
Fitton seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke—in 
the affirmative: Mr. Pleadwell and Mr. Archibald Heir; in the negative: 
Mr. A. W. Watson, Mr. Rupert Blagden, Mr. Arnold Jolly, and Mr. 
Haseldine Jones. The motion was lost by eight votes. 


BrramincHam Law Srtupents’ Socrety.—The annual mock trial of this 
society took place on Friday evening, the 24th ult., before an audience num- 
bering overa thousand persons. Mr. E. W. Cave, barrister-at-law, acted as 
judge, and contributed largely to the success of the evening. The trial 
took the form of an action by an executrix and residuary legatee f r grant 
of probate of a will in solemn form. The counsel for the plaintiff were 
Meser3. H. Eaden and S. J. Gateley, instructed by Messrs. G. 0. Pearson 
and E. Walker, and for the defence Messrs. F. H. Argyle and J. W. 
Hollam, instructed by Messre. Harding and C. Thompson. The plaintiff, 
Mr. L. T. C. Meek, was supported by Mesers. 8. P. Eaden, W. Somers, and 
C. H. Hunt; and the defendant, Mr. ©. Rogers, called as his witnesses 
Messrs. C H. Palmer, W. H. Lakin-Smith, and W. Kimpton. The case 
on either side having been argued, the jury gave a verdict for the plaintiff, 
and the judge gave judgment accordingly. 


Nov. 28.—Mr. Ion Atkins presiding.—The subject under discussion 
was: ‘* That the doctrine of common employment is reasonable and should 
not be abolished.’’ The speakers in favour of the affirmative were Messrs. 
H. Joy, H. Eaden, J. W. Hallam, F. H. Argyle, A. 8. Anderson, and F,. 
Yardley, and in favour of the negative Messrs. 8S. J. Gateley, T. P. Orwin, 
C. R. M, Parr, W. H. Lakin-Smith, 8S. P. Eaden, and W. Martin. On 
the motion being put to the vote it was decided in favour of the negative 
by seven votes to five. A vote of thanks to the chairman for presidiug 
closed the proceedings. 


The third lecture on ‘‘ The liability of employers for injuries to their 
workmen ’’ was delivered by Mr. Robert Noble, barrister-at-law, in the 
Law Library on the 5th inst. There was a large attendance of members. 


Dec. 12.—Mr. Bertram Grimley presiding. —The subject for debate was 
as follows: ‘‘ A. demiced a house to B. fora term of years by a lease con- 
taining a covenant by B. against assignment and a power to A. to enter 
and determine the lease on breach of such covenant. B. mortgaged the 
house to C. for the residue of the term, less one day, and the mortgage 
deed contained a declaration by B. that he would thenceforth stand pos- 
eessed of the last day of the said term in trust for C., and to assign and 
dispose of the same as C. should direct, subject to the proviso for re-entry 
thereinafter contained. Did the execution of the mortgage entitle A. to 
enter and determine the lease ?’’—Gentle v. Faulkner (1899, 81 L. T. 294.) 
The speakers in favour of the affirmative were Messrs. H. Eaden, A. 8. 
Anderson, T. J. Duggan, W. Martin, and 8. J. Gateley, and in favour of 
the negative Messrs. J. W. Hallam, F. H. Argyle, A. A. Crawshaw, E. A. 
Sheldon, and F. Yardley. The debate was decided in the negative by 
8 votes to 6. 








BUSINESS IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


Report of the Joint Committee of the General Council of the Bar and 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society : 

This joint committee is of opinion that the delay and uncertainty which 
now attend the trial of actions and the disposal of the business in banco in 
the Queen’s Bench Division in London are due to the frequent absence of 
the judges of that divicion at the assizes, and the consequent insufficiency 
of judges regularly sitting in London. 

This committee is of opinion that the attendance of Her Majesty’s 
judgesat many of the assize towns is unnecessary, and that by the rearrange- 
ment of the circuit system, sufficient judicial time would be saved to secure 
the regular and speedy despatch of business in London, 

If no change in the circuit system can be expected within a reasonable 
time, this committee is of opinion that an addition to the judicial 
strength of the Queen’s Bench Division is an imperative necessity in the 
interest of suitors and the public. 

The above report was adopted by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society on the Ist of December, 1899. 








a of conveyancing, the Council have awarded to him the prize 
ounded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund MelJlersh, of Godalming. Mr. 
Uochran served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur Davis Thorpe, of the firm of 


It is stated that Lord Justice Rigby is steadily improving in health, and 
anticipates resuming his seat in the Appeal Oourt at the commencement 
of the ensuing Hilary sittings. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Josern Narrer Hicers, Q C., who died on Sunday morning last at 
his residence in The Boltons, was the third son of Mr. Joseph Higgins, of 
Clonmel, Ireland, and was born in 1826. He was called to the lish 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1851, and ten years later married Sophia Elizabeth, 
daughter and co-heiress of Sir Thomas Tyringham Bernard, Bart., of 
Winchendon Priory, Bucks, by whom he leaves one con. It was after 
the passing of the Companies Act, 1862, when great activity arose in 
connection with joint-stock companies, that he came into prominence and 
enjoyed a very large practice as a junior. On being made a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1872 he attached himself to Vice-Chancellor Malins’ court, 
where he and the late Mr. Glasse, Q.C., were well-known figures, and 
generally appeared on opposite sides. Later he was for some years the 
leading counsel in Mr. Justice North’s court. Among the cases in which 
he was engaged some of the best known are New Sombrero Phosphate 
Co. v. Erlanger, Badische Anilin and Soda Fabrik v. Levinstein, the cases 
arising out of the City of Glasgow Bank in 1879, and Sturla v. Freccia, the 
great case as to Mrs. Mangini Brown’s next-of-kin. In 1891 he was 
treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, and retired from active practice at the end of 
his year of office, having been for several years the senior Queen’s Counsel 
at the Chancery bar. He was chairman of the Bar Library Committee, 
vice-chairman of the Council of Legal Education, a Deputy-Lieutenant of 
Bucks, and a Justice of the Peace for Bucks and for Waterford and 
Tipperary in Ireland. He unsuccessfully contested Evesham and Mid- 
Surrey in the Liberal interest, but became a strong Unionist after the 
introduction of the Home Rule Bill. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. J. F. Symons-Jeune, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Examiner 
of Standing Orders in the House of Lords in succession to Mr. M. A. 
Thoms. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 

Mr. J. R. Overy, solicitor, is retiring from the firm of Baylis, Pearce, 
& Co., of 1, Church-court, Old Jewry, London, on the 31st instant, in 
order to enter into partnership with Mr. Jacob Tyler, under the firm of 
Carr, Tyler, & Overy, at 23, Rood-lane, London, E.C. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


James Brrcn SHARPE WIuiAms, deceased.—To solicitors and others.— 
Wanted, the Will (if any) of the late James Birch Sharpe Williams, M.A., 
Cantab., who died at the residence of his sister, Miss B. A. B. Williams, 
of No. 16, Brandram-road, Lee, Kent, on the lst of December, 1899. The 
deceased resided within the last few years principally at 6, Royal-crescent, 
Margate, 11, London-road, and 30, Oaten-hill, Canterbury, and 19, 
Kensington-crescent, W. Information to be sent to Pedley, May, & 
Fletcher, 23, Bush-lane, London, E.C., solicitors. 


GENERAL. 


It is announced that the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn have, at the request 
of the Lord Chancellor, granted the temporary use of their old dining- 
hall for the purposes of a court for Mr. Justice Farwell during the early 
part of the ensuing Hilary sittings. This court was in use for several years 
asa Court of Appeal before the opening of the present Royal Courts of 
Justice. 


The death, says the Daily Telegraph, is announced of Mr. J. H. Belfrage, 
solicitor, who will long be remembered in the Anglican world as having 
ben churchwarden of St. Alban’s, Holborn, during the most exciting 
period of the ritual controversy. His legal knowledge helped his church 
to weather many a storm, and by his wise counrel the St. Alban’s clergy, 
most unexpectedly, yielded obedience to the recent Lambeth ‘ opinion ”’ 
against the wish of their congregation. 

At the rising of his court on Tuesday the Lord Chief Justice, says the 
Times, addressing the special jury on the question of the attendance of 
jurors, said he had observed that a juryman who felt he had a grievance 
had written to the press to complain that, having been summoned to attend 
a particular court on a particular day, he arrived to find a notice posted up 
outside the court to say that the jurors summoned would not be required 
till a later date. His lordship desired to say that the officers of the 
court took great care to minimize as far as possible any inconvenience to 
jurors, and if the gentleman who complained had before leaving his home 
looked in the morning paper he would have seen an announcement under 
notice to jurors which would have raved him the inconvenience of which 
he complained. The truth was that owing to the existing number of 
judges a constant demand was made on judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division to do work in other divisions. 1t was, in these circumstances, 
impossible to predict with certainty from day to day the arrangement of the 
courts, but his lordship on his part and the officers of the court under his 
direction did all in their power to prevent inconvenience to jurymen who 
were summoned to attend. 


On Tuesday Sir F. Jeune, says the Zimes, said: There is a matter of 
practice in the Probate Registry about which an alteration is going to be 
made and as to which it is thought desirable that I should give public notice. 
lt is this. Up to the ay time the ordinary form of inistration 
bond has provided only that the administrator shall administer in due 





course of law and so on “not unduly preferring his own debt.” It 
was understood, although, no doubt, wrongly, t the effect of that 
was to prevent an administrator appoin in the ordi course of 
law from preferring himself, pa: his own debt, even though the estate 
should be insolvent. Of course that is a very undesirable state of 
things, and lately, in the case of Davies v. Parry (47 W.R. 429; 
1899, 1 Ch. 602 ;), Lord Justice Romer (sitting then as Mr. Justice Romer) 
decided, and no doubt,rightly, that the effect of that provision was not 
what was ordinarily understood, but that the effect of it enabled the 
administrator to pay his own debt, because the words are ‘“‘ not unduly 
preferring,’ and therefore he was entitled to prefer himself, because it was 
not unduly, although, of course, it was a preference. In those circum- 
stances it is desirable to alter the , and in future the administration 
bond will be granted with the substitution of the words “ not, however, 
preferring,’’ instead of not ‘‘ unduly preferring.’”’ The consequence of 
that will be that the administrator will not have an injustice done to him 
upon which Mr. Justice Romer commented. That will take effect all over 
the country on the 1st of January next. 


There is a disposition to assume the responsibility for the drafting of 
provisions of the Finance Act, 1894, which we confess we cannot under- 
stand. Mr. Haldane, Q.C., M.P., in his lecture before the Solicitors’ 
Managing Clerks’ Aesociation, on “‘ The Death Duties and the J udges,” 
was reported to have referred to the share he took in drafting 
or moulding the scheme of the Bill. This called forth a letter from 
Mr. L. V. Harcourt, who said that ‘the main principles of the Bill 
having been determined by Sir William Harcourt, he sought the advice of 
eeveral legal friends for the solution of many technical difficulties which 
were encountered in the details of an intricate measure, and amongst 
others of Mr. Fletcher Moulton and Mr. Haldane. But the whole 
responsibility for the drafting of the Bill belonged to Sir Henry Jenkyns 
in concert with Sir atid a under the og — a 57 ra a he ra 

igby and subsequen uri e progress of the of Sir Sag 
Tee Mr. Haldane cate that he ae “fully of the Bill as the work of one 
of the greatest draftsmen and public servants the country has ever possessed, 
the late Sir Henry Jenkyns, and made it quite clear to the audience that, 
with the exception of the distinguished part played by the then Chancellor 
of the Exchequer himself, and the work done by Sir Alfred Milner in 
elaborating the scheme of it with the aid of Sir John Rigby and latterly 
Sir Robert Reid, the burden of the very difficult task of constructing the 
Bill was borne by Sir Henry Jenkyns. . . . Indeed, with the excep- 
tion of the gentlemen I have named, the part played by others was only 
advisory and occasional.” 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Meesrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of the above 
Interests on Thursday last, at the Mart, .C., the following Lots being sold : 





REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-fifth of £7,503; life 80 ... om on «- eee Bold 910 
Absolute to One-thirtieth of £19,961 ; lives 73, 64,61,59,and58 ... ., 350 

LIFE ESTATE in Kingston-on-Thames Freeholds, producing £42 8s. 


per annum ; life 60. Also the Interest in Fee Simple in above 

and two other Houses, the whole producing £94 8s, peramnum.,, ,, S05 
STOCK.—Kettner’s (Limited): Six £100 4} per Cent. First Mortgage 

Debentures ... oo wee vee ove ove eos ove oe =» 300 








WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep im Caancery. 


Hersert Goip, Liwrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1,-to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Owen Clough, 89, 
Gresham st. James & Mellor, 12, Coleman st, solors for liquidator 

Loxpox Axp JonannessurG SyxpicaTe, Lontreo—Peta for winding up, presented Dec 
13, directed to be heard on Jan 11. Milner & Bickford, 10, Moorgate st solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 10 : 

Norrsern Cycre Co, Lunrep —Creditors are ry on or before Jan 23, to send their 
memes and alfzees, and tho purtouem of debts or claims, to John Hobart 
Armstrong, St. Nicholas chmbrs, Newcastle on Tyne Gibson & Co, Newcastle upon 
Tyne. solors to liquidator i 

Oxvorp Cyc_e SADDLE Synpicats, Liwrep (1s Liqumatioy) —Creditors ate —| 
on or before Monday, Jan 29, to their names and addr-sses, and the outidn a 
their | ede Lew my Nes Victor George Levett, 15 and 16, George st, Mansion House. 
Hall, ee. ‘ 

Prraxeur Gotp Mixixe Co, Luurep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Charles 
Menzies ——_ 45, Drury bidgs, 21, Water st, Liverpool. Alsop & Co, Liverpool, 
solors for liqui 

Reece, Massey, & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 27, to send 

eir names and addr-sses, and the particulars of their debts or c'aims, to William 
Manchester. Rowcliffe & Co, Manchester, solors to 
liquidators 


Rosert Buntixe & Soxs, Luurep—By an order made by Wright, J., dated Nov 29, it was 
ordered that the voluutary winding up of Robert yh 5 Limited, be continued. 
Pritchard & Sons, 9, Gracechurch st, for Webster & St; , Sheffield, solors for petners 

Westratian Loxpoy axnp Jouannessurc Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 

i to on Jan 11. Milner & Bickford, 10, Moorgate st, solors for 
ag ye Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
the afternoon of Jan 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Cav Frienp 1n-Nexp Society, Manor Arms Inn, Caunton, Newark, Notts. Dec 7 
ee see Mutvat Beverit Boctery, 5, Cork at, Liverpool, Dec 6 
Loyvat Bryn Gosarta Lopes, Mertuyr Uyity, Par_ayrsroric Ixsrrrurion, Griffin Inn, 
Rudry, Glam. Dec 5 


Oy 
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London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liatep my CHanorRY. 


Basy Isxcusaror Synpicate, Limtrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Jan 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Millwood. 1, Garden ct, Temple 

Miuitary Coiiece, Cromer Lexie ~2ete for big = up, presented Dec 12, directed to 

heard Jan 11. Collyer-Bristow & Co, 4, row, for ylor & Sons, 
Norwich, solors for petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 

Pamntiva Nirratr Co, Linrep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to _ 
their names and addresses. and — of their debts or claims, to Mr H. D 
Eshelby, 24, North — st, Live Evans & Co, Liverpool. solors to liquidator 

Snir Gwynepp Co, Lourep— _ are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Thomas, 
28, Chapel st, Liverpool. Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Anstey Beverit £ocrety, Boot Inn, Ansley, Warwick. Dec 4 








For Txroat Irritation anp CovcnH.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists.—[Apvr. | 

WakrnineG To rnt2npinc House Purcuaszrs AND Lxsszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 8, 


Brivewarer, Wit1iam, Coity Maur, Brecon Jan8 Bridgwater v Bridgwater, Stirling, J 
Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

SHERIDAN, Joun Brinsiey, Manchester, Auctioneer Jan 8 Woodward v Wilson, Regis- 
trar, Manchester Sale & Co, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Frinay, Dec. 15. 


Crark, Witu1am, Nottingham, Timber Merchant Feb 1 Singleton v Clark, Byrne, J 
Warren, Nottingham 

Danter, Grorce Wittiam, Officers’ Mess, 13th Hussars Jan 31 Tames v Danter, 
Kekewich, J Dalbiac & Pugh, Lincoln’s inn fields 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 19. 


MentTeEATH, GraxvittE WuHeever Stuart, Leamington, Gent Jan 8 Waite v Menteath, 
Kekewich, J Pickering & Neilson, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Roaps, Hanrrgr, Caledonian rd, ay ong Bo Cab Proprietor June 16 Roads v Roads, 
Kekewich, Parrott, Lincoln’s fields 

Wake is, Joseru, Ravensthorpe, Northants, Farmer. Feb1 Hows vy Wakelin, North, J 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. §, 


Arxotp, Ropert Witt1am, Wolverhampton Jan10 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
Avery, Exiza Ayn, Stoke Prior, Worcester Feb1 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Baynes, James Vasron, Reigate, Surrey Jan 31 Birt & Co, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 
Baynes, Lovisa, Reigate, Surrey Jan 31 Birt & Co, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 
Beart, Sormia, Brockiey, Kent Dec 23 Foulger & Robinson, Hare ct, Temple 
Brasrzey, Emma Exiza, Leamington Spa, Warwick Janil Overell & Son, Leamiogton 


ee. a Euizanetn, Rochdale Jan17 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Cuarmay, Evenezen, Ashford, Kent, Brewer Dec12 Hallett & Co, Ashfoid 
Coorgr, Emma, Nottingham Jani Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 

Davies, Davin, Merthyr Tydfil Jan22 James, Merthyr Tydfil 

Exuiey, Joux Tuompson, Bristol Jan 20 Abbot & Co, Bristol 

Farger, Henry, Weston super Mare Dec 81 Pollock, St Helen’s pl 

Firznerbent, Ex.tew Carouina, Wimbledon Jan8 Young & Co, Hasti: gs 
Frower, Tuomas Brvors, Bath Jan 31 Maule & Robertson, Bath 

Garver, Ricuarp Josern Hexry, Leamingtor D-c31 Kennedy & Jo, Dublin 
GivseRt, Heyry Curves, Nottingham, Builder Jan 15 Dowson & Wright, Nottingham 
Gites, Francis Grorce, Woking Dec 30 Boodle & Co, Davies st 

Gittet, Leon Tuzoruite, Vincennes, France Jan5 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing In 
Harverson, Jonx, Upper Clapton Builder Feb1 Angell & Co, Gresham st 


Howarp, Grorce Ricnanp, Sumner st, Southwark, Hat Box Manufacturer J 
Burton & Son, blackfriars 1d * sr 
Hvcues, Joun, Lianerfyl, Montgomery Jan 31 Woosnam, Newtown, N Wales 


Mansu, Bevronrp Jouy, Claygate, Surrey Dec 18 Marsh & Co, Kingston on Tham s 
Mercer, Rev Wituiam, Norton Lees, Derby Jan31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Mour, Leoro.p, Stepney Jan12 Adler & Perowne, Copthall av 

Neepuam, Janus, Burdsfield, Chester, Mining Engineer Jan 6 May, Macclesfield 
Ouivensoy, Tuo ss, 8 Kensington Jan17 Bone & Heppell, Frederich’s pl 
Parkinson, Any, Owston, Lincoln Feb 1 Iveson & Son, Gainsboro 

Puiuires, Joux Henny, Liscard, Chester Jan10 Lewes & Co, Liverpool 








Pickarp, Mary Any, Newborough, Scarborough Jan 11 Hart, Scarborough 
Potxock, Joxiet Lady, Montagu sq Decl4 Pollock, St Helen’s pl 
Ruopzs, Sanau, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Jan 13 Broadsmith & Stead, 


ester 
Ruopes, oa Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Jan13 Broadsmith & Stead, Man- 


RIpER, Tame Scarborough Jan 11 Hart, Scarborough 

Soames, ALFRED, Sandon, Hertford Jan65 Soames & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SrasLerorD, Exvizasetu Jang, Cardiff Jan10 Sanders & Parish, Birmingham 

Sraniey, Cuartes Rurvus, Massachusetts, America, Merchant Jan10 Hewitt & Urqu- 
hart, Leadenhall 


8 

Sweet, CuaR.orrs, Strood, Kent Dec 29 Robicson, Strood 

Twice, Cuar.orre, Barford, Warwick Jan 31 Handley & Co, Warwick 

Weexs, Witi1am, Speldhurst, Kent, Case Maker Jan12 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 


Weeks, Sornra, Speldhurst, Kent Jan12 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 
Wittrams, Grirritnx, Aberystwyth, Timber Merchant Dec 21 Roberts & Evans, 
Aberystwyth 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 12. 
Apams, Josern, Rotherham, York Jan2l Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
ALLEN, Mary Ann, Great Malvern Jan10 Dobbs & Hill, Worcester 
Barren, Epwarp Henry, Hammersmith, Actor Jan 21 Stanton & Co, Southampton 
Bayspoo.e, CHARLOTTE, Upper Norwood Jan8 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 


Brit, Roszest Morrert, Murton, Northumberland, Farmer Jan15 Willoby & Peters, 
Berwick upon Tw 


BRADSHAW, WALTER, Leamington, Commercial Traveller Jan9 Blewitt & Co, Birming- 
BrapsHaw, W1L.1AM, Moorgate st Feb 8 Clarke & Co, Gresham House 

BRETHERTON, CATHERINE, Blackburn Dec22 Ennison, Blackbura 

CHAMBERLAIN, GrorGEe Ropert Deang, Upper Tooting Jan 31 Hargraves, Abchurch In 
Cuuss, Joun Cuarves, Carshalton, Surrey Jan15 Farrar & Porter, Wardrobe pl 
Ciaytoy, Tuomas Henry, Rochdale, Cvlliery Manager Jan9 Morris & Co, Wrexham 
Cotes, JosEpu, Holsworthy, Devon, Yeoman Feb1 Peter, Holsworthy 

CornisH, CATHERINE, Northam, Devon Jan 30 Bazeley & Barnes, Bideford 

Day, Harniet, Ealing Jan 31 Goddard, Ely pl, Dublin 

Daty, Jaye, Ealing Jan 81 Goddard, Ely pl, Dublin 

Drummond, Ann Resecca, Brixton Jan15 Lambert, Chancery In 

Ey.zs, Gzorce Cuarves, Southampton Jan 21 Stanton & Co, Southampton 
Foorp-Ke.cey, Gzorce, Margate, Kent, Solicitor Jan10 Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Franks, Joun, Madeley, Salop, Farmer Jan 20 Thorn, Iron Bridge, Shropshire 
Cornea, Wi.iay, Littlington, Cambridge, Farmer Dec 31 Wortham & Co, Royston, 


Haazr, Socaes Freperick, Dover Jan1é6 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Hensuaw, Mary, Ilkeston, Derby Dec 28 Thorpe, Carlton, nr Nottingham 

Horay, Txomas, Boston, Lincoln, Brewer Jani7 Staniland, Boston 

Houeues, Jouy, Sychtyn Lianerfy], Montgomery Jan 31 Woosnam, Newtown, N Wales 
Kay, Cuar.ortrte, Bolton, Hosiery Manufacturer Dec 31 Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 
Kirkpatrick, Sir James, Forest Hill Jan15 Guedalla & Cross, Essex st, Strand 
Kircuen, Ann, Wandsworth Jan15 Corsellis & Co, Quality ct, Chancery la 

Larpyer, Mary, Stockport Dec 31 Newton & Sons, Stockport 

Lean, Fiorence, Abercorn pl, 8t John’s Wood Jan 9 White, Chancery In 

Moore, Henry James, Clerkenwell close Jan18 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

Setay, Denes Avey, Millwall, Clerk Jani15 Farrar & Porter, Wardrode pl, Doctors’ 


Parr, Ricnarp, Mansfield, Nottingham, Gent Jan17 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

Puitiips, Witt1amM Henry, Penn, nr Wolverhampton, Coroner Jan 31 Underhill & 
Thorneycroft, Wolves hampton 

Piciiner, Mary Axx, Church Handborough, Oxford Jan 15 Green & Williams, Bir- 
mingham 

Price, Mary Any, Sparkbrook, Birmingham Jan2i Reece & Harris, Birmingham 

Rackxuam, Saran Any, Fulham Jani15 Park & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Surrx, Mary, Hurst, nr Ashton under Lyne Jan 13 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under 


uyne 
Stoneman, Marcaret, Newport, Mon Jan8 Evans, Newport 


| Twice, Cuar.orre, Barford, Warwick Jan 31 Handley & Co, Warwick 
| Wantes. ana Avcustus, Duke st, 8t James’s Jan 17 Fladgate & Co, Craig's ct, 


Waseem, ARTHUR Freperick, Alb‘on st, Hyde Park Jan15 Pilaskitt, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 
Witxiyson, Lovrsa, Willesden Green Jan 7 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
Wi xisson, Saran Emma, Clifton, Bristol Feb1 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Dec. 15, 


ees Guonee Epwarp, Bexley Heath, Kent, Timber Merchant Jan 31 Bartlett, 
ush In 
Aston, Bensamin, Great Bridge, Stafford, Boat Builder Feb i0 Bill, Walsall 


Bartett, Bertua, Worthing Jan 31 Bartlett, Bush la 

Bietey, Carouine Dororuea, Clifton Hall, nr Preston Feb 1 yv & R Ascroft, Preston 
Boyton, Cuarces, Clerkenwell Jan 20 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Briveman, Sarau Jane, Hornsey Jan 12 Shelton, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate 

Cornrs, Peter, Crewe, Chester, Carter Jan19 Pedley, Crewe 

ca, rd ANE, Park crescent, Portland pl Jan 20 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s ian 


Davies, Tuomas, Chester, Wine Merchant Jan 24 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 


Doce, Fususe Weratuersury, Sheffield, Civil Engineer Jan 26 Edwards & Sandford,. 
ie 


Dopson, Saar, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper Jani1 Freeman, Bradford 
Dorve.t, Amevia, Stepney Jan15 Chalk, Finsbury pavement 

Fintu, Jouy, Batley, York, Contractor Jan13 Deane & Son, Batley 

Fosres, Rosen, D oylsden, Lancs Jan 13 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 
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Ferepricu, Cart Berrnarv, Jewry st, Aldgate Janu 26 
Finsbury circus 


Harpy, Evizasetu, Nottingham Feb8 Watson & Co, Nottingham 


Harevey, 8anan Haraztet, Clifton, Bristol Jan 26 Danger 


Hawkins, Saran Jane, Colchester Jan 20 Stevens & Co, Witham, Essex 
Hawtiy, Steruen, Shennington, Oxford Jan22 Fairfax, Banbury 


Hicuertt, Cecitia, Peckham Jan$i Bartlett, Bush In 


Hitt, Emma Grace, Boulevard du Nord, Monaco Jan 31 Bartlett, Bush In 
Hovees, James, Upper Edmonton Febi1 Salmon & Sons, Bury St Edmunds 


Hucuss, Jane, Lianasa, Flint Jan 24 Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 


Hver, Exviza Carouine Guest, Clifton,Glos Jan 31 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 


Lanerorp, Ricuarp, Cambridge Jani1 Foster, Cambridge 


Lawrence, Saran Any, Cambridge Dec 30 Papworth & French, Cambridge 
Len, Farprerics, Drummond st, Hampstead rd Jan15 Denton & Co, Gray's inn sq 


Lopa£, Ex1zasetu, Southport Jan 20 Parr & Co, Southport 


Matson, Saran Ann, Chelmsford, Essex Jani18 Quick, Penzance 
Naix, ManzerabaD Krisuyasamy, St Leonard’s on Sea, Law Student Jan 31 Bartlett. 


ush in 
Neate, ELuanor, Colchester Jan12 Aplin & Co, Banbury 


Patmer, Tuomas, Kilburn, Dairyman Jan 80 Peake & Co, Bedford row 


BANKRUPICY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dee. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BuackwzLt, Epwarp CHARLEs. Seen, Builder 
Brent‘ord Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 1 
Buiackw. Lu, Vivian, Park In, Horse _ High Court 
Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 12 
Browy, Daviv, Thanet , Burton crescent High Court 
Pet S-pt 27 Ord Dec 1 
Brow? a AMU Ely Cheapeitie.' Tailor High Court Pet Nov16 
Or 


Cui.corr, yl St James’s st, Housekeeper High Court 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 12 

CoLesERD, GEORGE Epwarp, ee Hants, Farmer 
Southampton Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 

Cooke, MATTBEW JoHN, ee, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet Dec 1l Ord Dec 

Davis, Saran, and th Davis, Hove, Sussex, Lodg- 
ing house Keepers Eastbourne Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 7 

Frencu, Georce Henry, Batley, York, Tailor Dewsbury 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 

Gaiz, E G., Byfleet, Surrey, Builder Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dec 20, 1888 Ord Dec, 8 

Goopwiy, GEORGE and Atonzo Kayes, 7 Cabinet 
Makers Bradford Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 

Gr ae T jae = he a Welvchomghee Pet 


ios, © rWinuiaM, Bolton, Tailor Bolton Pet Dec11 Ord 
Jec 1 
ath... a Tom, Bradford, Hairdresser Bradford Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Honeyrorp, Ricaarp, Bolton, Self Actor Minder Bolton 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Hornsey, Jouy, Bourne, Lincs, Chemist Peterborough 
Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 11 
Jaccer, Cuartes Wituiam, Leeds, Restaurant Keeper 
Leeds Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 
Jones, GrirritH Davin, pune, Cleckheaton Bradford 
ret Nov 29 Ord vec 9 
Loowes, F, Minories, Licensed Victualler High Court 
L a ge wy i++ Durham, 
OWTHER, JOHN, Ps Dra; Durham 
Pet bec 11 Ord Decl wv 
Mawyina, Jonn Epear AA AnD, Plymouth, Saddler Ply- 
mouth Pet‘Decl2 Ord Dec 12 
Marsa, Tuomas WATER, Gieasesien, Painter Gloucester 
Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 1 
Murcu, WItiiaM, Hoxton st, Old ~ Deed Merchant 
= a ig sa 13 fa ae 
Alsi, FREDERICK Henry, ristol, Journeyman Wheel- | 
wright Bristol Pet Deci1 Ord Dee 1 
Ovraal, Caro.ixe, New Biighton, Cheshire, Confectioner 
P ee mi Dec 11 Ord De 
ARKINTON est WALTER, py Sos Lincoln, Far 
Lincoln Pet Dec8 Ord D a m mi 
Paynter, Francis BEVILLE —y For, Catford, Electrical 
Engineer Greenwich Pet Oct5 Ord Dec 12 
PreacnEy, ABRAHAM EDWARD, fae sae ng De 
as Wheelwright Exeter Pet Dec 11 0; 


Prick, Evax Rosert, Moss Side, nr Siencarten, Grocer 
Manchester Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 
ProcTeR, ALEXANDER WEEDON Coors, Lydd, Kent 
Hi gs Pet nov2l Ord Dec 
Rowe, Wi.uiam Georce, Linton, pe Teldstone, Black- 
smith Maidstone Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Suarrg, Frepexick Leorowp, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
8 Pet Lec 1 = Dec tothe 2 
WMMERSCALES, Ernest, utcher Oldham 
. Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 - 1 ye ” 
UMPTON, ILLIAM ew Inn 34, Shoreditch, Licen 
Victualler High « ‘ourt Pet Oct 6 Ord Dee in - 
Srest, Witiiam, Builey, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet Dee 11 
7 Ord Lng * = Bede. th 
‘OWNSEND, Freprick, Hyde, ‘ heshire, Lic-nsed Vict: 
© Ashto’ tom under Lyne | Pet 4 ts Ord Deell —— 
RAVis, DARLEY, Fazakerley, cs, Cashier Liverpool 
Pet Dec9 Ord Deol3 seers 


Goldberg & Co, West st, | Poox, Exiza Jane, Chaucer rd, Forest Gate, School Teacher Jan 26 Anning & Co, 


& Cartwright, Bristol 


Cheapside 
oteaen, Samat, Cuarves, James Bay, Canada, Surgeon Jan 12 Matthews, Ports- 


mou 
Savinie, Rosanya, York Jan 27 Cowling & Swift, York 
| Sarcuetr, WitiiaMm, Margate, Kent, Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Bartlett, Bush In 
| Scacowext, Roserr Tuomas, Gt Anw-ll, Hertford Jan $1 Bartlett, Bush In 


| Spencer, Hersert, Halifax, Manufacturer Jan 24 Mossman &Co, Bradford 


| Sreet, Euzasera, Wigton, Cumberland Jan 10 Thompson, Whitehaven 
Sreraens, Joun, Stoke Newinzton Jan17 Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s inn fields 


| Swipespank, Rosert, Pontlottyn, Glam Jan15 Spencer, Tredegar 


| Tanver, James, Cheltenham Jan31 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 


| Taynor, Tuomas, Dulwich Jan27 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 


| 'Towx, Writtam, Milton next Gravesend Jané Robinson, Strood, Kent 
| Turner, Jonny Rosert, Stoke Bishop,Glos Jan 15 Trapnell, Bristol 


Varapiencar, SerivGapaTaM VenxaTa, Mysore, India Jan 31 Bartlett, Bush In 


| Wappitove, Tuomas, Cracoe, York, Labourer Dec 29 Brown & Wood, Skipton 


Waker, Eowarp, Wimtorne, Dorset Jan 20 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 


| Wetts, Toomas Gzorce, Norris Newbury, Berks Jan 20 Stammers, Basinghall st 


| Wricat, James Epwaxp, Blackwall, Engineer Jan 23 Anning & Co, Cheapside 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Wit.iay, ee Draper Dec 22 at 2.30 | 
Ree, 14, Chapel st, Presto 
Pe. —— Roa’ Cardiff, Pieasber Dec 29 at 12.30 | 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
ANDERSON, K, Greenwich, Licensed Victualler Dec 22 at | 
11.20 24, Railway SDP, | _ Bridge 
BLACKWELL, Vivian, Park In, Horse Dealer Dec 22 at 12 | 


Bankraytcy —- Care’ 
seer ELL, Mary, Card Dee 5 29 af 10.30 117, St Mary st, 
Jara: 


iff 
— Witiiam Tuomas, eae eee Bodied, Coal | 


chant Dec 22 at11.380 Ch 
George st, Luton 
Brows, Davip, Thanet st, Burton cres Dee 22 at 11 


Brown, Samurzt, Cheapside, Tailor Dec 22 at .30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Butiock, Cuartrs, apd Tuomas Penyy, Berkhamsted, 
Herts, Solicit.rs Dec 22 at 12.20 King’s Arms He tel, | 
Berkhamsted 





Cuitcort, Jous, 8t James's st, Seninager Dec 28 | 


at ll nom ae bldgs, Carey st 

E.uis, ee oy go Furaoiture Dealer Dec 22 | 
at 12.30 Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham | 

Evans, yo i... son, Denbighs, Collier Dec 22 at 
1130 Priory, Wrexham 

Foro, Cuar.es, Linas, nr t+ = ridd, Brake Proprietor | 
Dec 22 4t 3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

ee bg Sacar, Liversedge, Butcher Dec 22 
at 3 Rec, Bank chmbs, Batley 

Goprrey, een Less, West Bridgford, Notts, Com- 
mission Agent Dee 22 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park st, Nottingham — 

Grecory, Ricuarp, 8 Wilts, Butcher's Manager, | 
Dec 23 at1l Off Rec, mo 3, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Grices, Arruur Tuomas. New Brompton, Kent, Butsher 

an§8at11.30 115, High st, Rochester 
Hazy Wats, Bolton, Tailor Dec 28 at3 1%, Wood st, — 
on 
we © Joun Tuomas, Milford Haven, Pembs, Fish Sales- 
Dec 22 at 1215 Temperance Hall, Pembroke | 


Dock 
Hitt, James Wit.1am, Nottingham, Hairdresser Dec 22 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Ho.tpsw a Tom, Bradford, Hairdresser Dec 22 at 12 | 
1, Manor row, Bradford 
Honeyrorp Ric HARD, Gt Lever, oie, Self-Actor Minder 
Dec 23 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolto: 
Hurt, Wi1t1AM Lovstt, Kennin 
Dec 22 at 11 a aa Carey st 
Innes, Cuar.es, Newbiggin by the North 
Painter Deo 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 
Jones, GrirritH Davip,S8choles, Cleckheaton, Estate Agent 
Dec 22 at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Kiysman, ALFRED Francis, Saltash, Livery Stable Keeper, 
29 ati1 Off Rec, +, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Kirk, Artuur Epwiy, Leeds, Cycle Dealer Dec 22 at 11 
Of Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Lazarb, JosEpH, Commercial ~~ t me al Merchant Dec 


22 ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

May, ALBERT, Shemad. Licensed Vistualler Dec 22 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Moors, CHaRLes poarate, Sta, =o Cambs, Grocer Dec 
22at12 Off Ree, 6, bridge 

Moore, Tuomas Srock, Penarth, Glam, House Decorator 
Dec 29 at12 117, St Mary st. Ca’ 

— Rtn —— st, Old st, Timber Merchant 

at 2.30 tey bldgs, Carey st 

Ou a. ptt IN i — igh‘on, Cheater, Confectioner 
Dee 29 at 2 Rec, 35, Victoria s5, Liverpool 

Parker, Arc 1th. Laxapon, Devonport, Grocer Dec 22 
atil Off Reo, ¢, Atheneum ter, ymouth 

Parkinsox, West Watrek, Coningsby, Lincs, Farmer 
Dec 22 at 12 Off Reo, 3i, Silver st, Lincoln 

PreacnEy, Apsrawam Epwarp. Ashburton, Devons, 
Journeyman Wheelwright Dec 29 at 10.45 Off Ree, 
18, Bedford circus, Exeier 





Wa.xen, Anruur, Shiidon, Durham, Printer Durham | Paice, Kvax xopeRt, Moss Side, nr Munchester, Grocer 
Dee 22 


Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 11 


at1l1 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Witvr, > Witt1am Henry, Rochdale, Joiner Rochdale Rees, Wiwiam, King’s-road, Chelsea, late Provision 
Dealer DUec 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldngs, ee, 
Ricumonp, CHARLES Ernest, Manchester, Surgeon 22 
at12 Off Rio, —_ st, Mancheater 
r, Grey Cloth Sales- 
22 at 11.80 ’ Of Res, Byrom st, Manchester 


Pa Nov29 Ord Dec 13 
RECELVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Ciagk, Gzorce WiLLiaM, Kingston on Hull, Manufacturer’s 
| a Kiogston on Kuli Rec Ord Nov 20 Resc 





m.. 4 —_— 
man 


gton Park rd, Accountant | 


Youne, Exizaneru, Tufnell Park Jan 28 Hartcup & Co, Arundel st 


| Towxsexp, Freperick. Hyde, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dec 22 4t 2.30 Off Rec, 8, rom st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
| Arrey, Joun Witiiam, oaeens, Shipbroker Fuuder- 
land Pct Nov 21 Ord Dee 
he Jony, Derby, Builder Darby Pet Nov 16 Ord 
13 


oy Hatton garden High Court Pet Oct 3 


| snmaaneen, , Preston, Draper Preston Pet Nov 
24 Ord Dec 13 

ALLEN, Jouy, ~~ Cardiff, Plumber Cardiff Pet Nov 
21 Ord Dec 1 

| | Besoxwana. Ebr, aRp Cuar.es, Twickenham, Builder 

Brentford Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

| Brake, WaLrer Wituam, South Hayliog, Hants, Builder 
Poitsmouth Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 9 

| Bunsy, ae, Leeds, Printer Lecds Pet Nov 24 Ord 
Dec t 


| CecrL, | RS Austin Friars, aains Engineer High 
Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Dec 1 
CoLEBERD, GrouGE Epwaro, Tinsba , Romsey, Hants, 
Farmer Southampton Pet Dec 11 ‘Ord Dec It 
Coox, Jonn Baxter, Ipswich, Tailor Ipswich Pet Nov 
29 Ora Dec 12 
Cooke, Marraew Joun, Eastville Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 21 
Frencu, Grorce Henry, Batley, York, Tailor Dewsbury 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Goopwis, Gores, and _ ee Kaye, Bradford, Cabinet 
Makers Bradford Pet Dec 13 Ord Doc 13 
Proprietor 


| GneEy, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Circus 
| Wolverhampton Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1z 
aay, See, Bolton, Tailor Bolton Pet Dec 11 Ord 
1 

| Hitt, Joux Tuomas, Milford Haven, Fish Salesman Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec It 

| Hotpswortu, fom, Bradford, Hairdresser Bradford Pet 

ermaes, Jenn, iemene, Line, Chaniss Bitecbercagh 

ORNSEY, JOHN, e, 

Pet Dec 1i Ord Dec it 


| BoxEyrorp, By Harp, Great Lever, Bolton, Self-Actor 
Minder Pet Dec 9 - Dec 9 


| Atnixsox, C 
Ord 


Hyper, Frep, gy a a Birmingham 
Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 12 
| Joxes, Gairrira Davip Scholes, Cleckheaton, Estate 
Agent Bradford Pet Nov 29 Ord Dee 11 
| Kipron, Georce, East Mortlake, Builder Wands- 
Pet Oct 39 Ord Dee 1t 


, Lipperrer, Tuomas, Col Bay, Denbigh, Grocer 
Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 11 
| Lincouy, Taomas Faspeaick, and Horace Jous Lincouy, 
Gt Yarmouth, I Ironmongers Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov 
23 Ord Dec7 
LowTseER, a, Siete Durham, Draper Durham 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 


Mayne, one Epoar onan, Plymouth, Saddler 
Plymouth Pet De:12 Ord Deci2 — 
Marsa, Toomas WatTeRr, Gloucester, Painter Gloucester 
Pet Dec 11 Dec 11 é 
ee 
ah 4 gg Hewry, Bristol, Tee Wheel- 
Bristol Pet Dee 11 Ord Dec 1 
Newson, Joun, Dexten, Plumber ue A Pet Nov 29 


Ovrram Caro.ixe, New Brighton, Cheshire, Confectioner 
Birkenhead Pet Dec1l Ord Decl2 

Parkixsox, West Water, Coningsby, Lincoln, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec 8 

— ABRAHAM La ge ae oy a 
Journeyman Wheelwrigh' Exeter Pet Dec Ord 


Dee 11 
ar: ag Epwis, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Nov 2 
1 
Paice, San Rosert, Moss Side, nr spnatasten, Grocer 
hester Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 
Rosaxenne, Martin ms ae Bi st High Court 
Pet Nov 13 Ord Dee ll 
Rows, Wituram Grorce, Linton, Maidstone, Blacksmith 
Maidstone Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
— on Leeds, Coal Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 11 
On 
Stow, Soe sews, “ardiff, Architect Cardiff Pet Dec8 


Sowmsnics pe > Oldham, Butcher Oldham Pet 
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Townsenp, Freperic x, Hyde, Cheshire, ey Victualler ! 
Ashi et Dec ll Ord Dec 1 


Wuirt, 8 F, Hornsey, Draper h Court Pet Dec 1 
mm ¢ 3 y, Draper Hig’ 


Bae ackensury, Freperic Fasian, pate, : Haas, 
ool: Guildford Pet Nov4 Ord 


under L; 
. don, Durham, Printer aiaes Pet | Wornacort, a. pe, Cardiff, Boot Maker Cardiff — Witi1am Tuomas, a. Bei ford, * coal 


Wa xen, Antuvr, Shi 
Decli Ord Dec 1 | 
pokes ANNULLED. 
Boa.er, =. Thurlow st, Walworth, Shopkeeper 
Court of Appeal Adjud March 22, 1998 Annul 
Dec 1, 1899 
London Gazette.—TuEspay, Dec. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Awnperson, THomas, Hurstgreen, Sussex, Draper Hastings 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 14 

Beackensury, Freperic Fanrtax, Farnborough, Hants, | 
Schoolmaster Guildford Pet Nov4 Ord Dec | 

Brovenatt, Witt1am Henry, Bomere He-th, Salop, 
Solicitor Shrewsbury Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 | 

Brown, Witu1aM Hvutcuiysoy, Whitburn, Durham, Builder 
Sunderland Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 15 

Crarkxe, Wits.14m Tuomas, Streatham, Builder Wands- | 
worth Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 14 

Dargett. Harrixnctros Wynpnam, Norwich, Doctor | 
Norwich Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 14 

Exuis, Exrzanor Susan, Acomb, pr York, Farmer York 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 13 

Evays, Witiiam Ney ana nr Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 

Faris, Freperick Wit. eo Sutton Coldfield, ~ ee 
Agent Birmingham Pet Des14 Ord Dec 1 

Garpyer, Corrs Mackenzie. Great Windmill. , Hay- 
market High Court Pet Nov14 Ord Dee 15 

Wituram, Gzorce, Nuneaton, Fruiterer Coventry Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Gray, James, Henley on Thames, Draper, Reading Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dee 15 5 

Grirritns. Tsomas, Wednesbury, Brierley Hill, Staffs 
Walsall Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Graunpy, Tomas, ae, Lanes, Joiner Bolton Pet 
Dec13 Ord Decl 

Hawke, Hexry Aysn, ‘Bradford, Traveller Bradford Pet 
Dec15 Ord Dec 1 

Inv, Wa TER, and Ton Warrey, patos, Stonemasons 
Northampton Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee 1 

Jac —, ene Derby, Fitter Derby Pet Dec 14 Ord 


Dec 
diinteer Ayy, Ynisygwas Farm, nr Port » ae 
Glam, Farmer Neath Pet De Dee14 Ord Decl 

Mo.uett, JAMES ee ane Builder | 
Pet Nov 20 Ord 

Mooney, James, jun, »Hamebottom, Lancs, Tailor Bolton 
Pet Dec 14 ‘Ord Dec 1 

Pavt, Hersert Genry, rene Dock, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 : 

Prrrect, Henry Horace, Gt Yarmouth, Tobacconist Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 s 

PrrrinGe, Tuomas, Twickenham, Baker High Court Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 14 


Pratt, Revsen Tuomas, iw. ” asians Plumber 
Leicester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 

Reprvr, Francis Ase Onmonp, Groyaon, Fishmonger 
Croydon Pet Dec 1: 

Roserrs, Saran, Swansea, Draper a Pet Dee 14 

ec 14 

Rosrnson, Frank, Powsey, Wilts High Court Pet May 24 
Ord June 14 

Ryan, James Corne civ m * saan Kent, Grocer Croydon 

et Dec 13 Ord Dec 

SHAcKLETON, CHARLES, Keighley, Yorks, Cycle Dealer 
Braiford Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Sma, George, Wandsworth, Undertaker Wandsworth 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Simms, C W, Wandsworth, \ mmneds Jeweller Wandsworth 
Pet Nov 13 Ond Decl 

Suovurt, Joseru, Herne Till, op Meat Salesman High | 
Court Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 

Buiiivan, Joun, High st, Fulbam, —- Proprietor | 
High Court Pet ov 37 Ord Dec 

Srock, Joun, Tynewydd, nr Bridgend, | Canes | 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Srurpy, WIiiuram, Middlesborough, Joiner Middles- | 
borough Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 15 

Surton, James, Pembroke —— Shipwright Pembroke 
Dock Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 

soe Joun, Kendal, Taller Kendal Pet Dec 16 


Turyer, nll McLELLay, — st, Strand High 
Court PetLecl6é Ord Dec 1 


Pet Dec 14 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 12: 


Cetuizr, Granam Epwarp, Catford, Schoolmaster Green- 
wich Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 21 


FIRST MEZTINGS, 


‘Sesto A.pent, Barnsley, Glass Bottle Maker Dec 29 | 


at 10.156 Off Rec, ent st, Barnsley 


BLACKFORD, JAMES, Birmingham, Fruiterer Dec 29 at 11 | 
| Davis, Saran, and Ametia Davis, Hove, Sussex East- 


174, Corporation st. Birming 


ham 
Branton, STEPHEN, Senteslen’, Builder Dec 28 at 330 | 
Off | GaLz, E G, 


Rec, 25, John st Sunderland 


| BroveHat., Wittiam Hesry, Bomere Heath, Salop, Soli- 


citor Jan 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, 
Shrewsbury 

| CoueBerD, Gzorce Epwarp, Timsbury, Romsey, Hants, 
Fuemee Jan 2at 3.15 Off Ree, 172, High st, South- 
am 

| Cripps, .— y, Candle green, Cheltenham, Bootmaker 
Dec 29at1 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Davis, Saran. and Amevia Davis, Hove Jan 2 at 1.45 
County ‘Jourt Offices, seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Davies, Wititiam Rbymney. _— Collier Dec 28 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Evans, Wiiui1am, Whitchurch, Sl Cardiff, Builder Dec 29 
at1l 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

GEorRGE, WILLIAM, Nuneatoa, Fruiterer Dec 28 at12 Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Ginu1aT?, FREDERICK WIA, Sheffield Dec 29 at 12 Off 

2, Park row, Leeds 

Grunpy, THomas, Atherton, Lancs, Joiner and Builder 
Dec 29 at 3 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Hinciey, Atrrrp, Wordsley, Stafford, Milliner Dec 29 at 
33) Off Rec, Wolverham; nd Gh st, *Dudl ey 

Ho.ianp, WIL114m, bg Me yor _-_ Dec 23 
at 10.45 Off Rec, 23 Edward st, Macclesfield 

JAGGER, CHARLES or emg Leeds, Restaurant Keeper 
Dec 29 at 1230 Off Rec, 22. Park row, L 

JeaNnes, Georae, Liv “dl Chemist , ery 2,30 Off 
Ree, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

LoomMEs, —— we Minories, Licensed Victualler Dec 28 
atl tey bldgs, Carey st 

Marsu, Pn ALTER, © ane oll Painter Dec 30 at 
12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Maartin, Cuares, Hails’ Sussex, Plumber Jan 3 at 
12 17, High st, Lewes 

Mooney, James, jun, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Tailor Dec 28 
at 3.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Morcan Wiwiam, Tredegar, Mon, Builder Dec 28 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Perrect, Henry Horace, a Yarmouth, Tobacconist Dec 
80 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Porter, GrorceE, Old Bailey, Licensed meena Dec 29 


at 12 Bankrupte bldgs, Care 
we 5 WIitiian, Darlin ; ot Be Builder Jan 3 at3 


Rec, 8, Albert rd, esborough 
ROSENBERG, MARTIN a, Blomfield st Dec 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Rowe, Wittiam Grorce, Linton, nr Maidstone. Black- 
smith Jan3atil Off Rec, 9, st, Maidstone 
Sarrn, Grorce Tay1or, Leeds, Win lier Deco 29 at 3 
Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 
Speirs, Epwix ———, ba sd pl, A eae Agent 
Dec 28 at 11 et 
Steev, WILLI4M, Burley, iced 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
— Stanton, Cardiff, Architect Dec30at11 117, 


st, 
TAYLFORTH, Tromas, Burnley, Farm Bailiff Dec 29 at 1 | 


xchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Taytor, JAMES Orxo, Cheltenham, Butcher Jan 2 at 4 
County Court bldgs, Chel: 
| Tootzy, Roszert Dent, Gt Yarmouth, Corn Merchant | 
Dec 30 at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Venus, Coartes, Newhaven, Journeyman Baker Jan 3 at | 
12.30 17, High st, Lewes 
| arene Antu Rk, Shildon, a, Printer Dec 26 at 2.30 | 
ff Rec, 25, John st, Sunder! 
ADJUDIC TION 8. 


| Avens,, am Old Kent rd High Court Pet Nov 13 | 

ec 

Biackrorp, James, Birmingham, Fruiterer Birmingham 
Pet Nov29 Ord Dee 16° 


os hy Dec 29 at 11 | 


chant Luton Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 16 
Bricas, GrorcE ALBERT, East Ham, Essex, Builder High 
Court Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 16 
BrovucHaLtt, Witt1am Henry, Shrewsbury, Solicitor 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 15 ‘ 
| Curtcort, Joun, 8t James’s st, Housekeeper High Court 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 15 
| Cottier, Grauam Epwarp, “atford, Schoolmaster Green- 
wich Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 15 
| Cottins, Wittiam, Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet Nov 16 
Ord Dec 14 
bourne Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 11 
Byfleet, Surry, oe Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dec 20, i898 Ord Dec 1 
Groray, Wittram, Nuneaton, Pietiene Coventry Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Grant, CHaRLEs Dovucuas Narige, Old “tad Accountant 
High Court Pet July7 Ord Dee 1 
GrireirnH, Witu1am, Portsmouth, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 14 
Grunpy, Tuomas, Atherton, Lancs, Joiner Bolton Pet 
De18 Ord 13 
Hawke, Henay Aysu, _seatient, Traveller Bradford Pet 
Dec15 Ord Dec 1 
Inv, WaLrTeEr, and od Warren, feeteing. Stonemasons 
No:thampton Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Jackson, Henry, Derby, Fitter Derby Pet Dec 14 Ord 
ec 14 
Jenkins, Saran Ann, Ynisygwas, nr Port pe, Glam, 
Farmer Neath Pet Decl4 Ord Dect 
Le Courrevr, Wituiam Joan, Brook eg Hanover sj 
Photographer h Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 15 
Loomes, Frepericx, Minories, Licensed Victualler Hizh 
urt Pet Nov24 Ord Deo 15 
Martin, Cuarves, Hailsham, Sussex Plumber Lewes 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 14 
Mister, Joun SurTess, Fiymouth Plymouth Pet Dec 16, 
1898 Ord Mar 2 
Mooney, Jamzs, jun, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Tailor Bolton 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Moore, ore Stock, Penarth, sae, House Decorator 
Cardiff Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 
Pav, Hersert Henry, Barry Dock, Glam, Butcher Car- 
diff Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 18 
Perrect, Henry Horace, Gt Yarmouth, Tobacconist Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 
Pratt, Revsen Tsomas, Hinckley, Leicester, Plumber 
Leicester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Princie, Witiiam, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 15 
Rawuiysox, Marruew, Barnoldswick. Yorks, House 
Furnisher Biaiford Pet Novi6é Ord Dec i6 
Ropserts, Saran, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet Dec 14 
Ord Des 14 
RovutiepGe, Joun, Barnton, nr Ena, Farmer 
Nantwich Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 1 
SHACKLETON, CHARLES, Keizhley, Yorks, Cycle Dealer 
Bradford Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Samira Grorog, hg pa Undertaker Wandsworth 
P.t Vec13 Ord Dec 
Sout, Josepn Herne iil, Meat Salesman High Court 
8 ae 1. a yey by idgend, Fish: Card 
| Stock Joy, me a - ridgen ishmonger iff 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 
Srurpy, Wi iram, Sebisebessesh, Joiner Middles- 
borough Pet Nov 25 Ord Dee 1> 
Travis, Dariey. Fazaterley, Lancs, Cashier Liverpool 
et Decy Ord Dec 15 
| TuRNBULL, Joux, Kendal, Tailor Kendal Pet Dec 16 
Dec 16 
| TursER, Cuartes McLE.ay, nt st, Strand High 
Court Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 
Venus, CHARLES, Newhaven, RS Baker Lewes 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec 18 
Wuirt, 8 F, Hornsey, Draper High Court Pet Dec 1 


} Ord Dec 14 
| Wornac orr, Jonny, — Cariiff, Boot Maker Cuwrdiff 
Pet Deci4 Ord De 
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UNDER NEW PARTNERSHIP ARRANGEMENT. 


STEVENS, 


TELEPHONE : 1824 GERRARD. 


wv. Cc. 


AUCTIONEER AND VALUER, 


HORTICULTURAL SALES. 


38, KING STREET, 





TELEGRAMS : ‘*‘ AUKS,” LONDON. 
ESTABLISHED 
1760. 


COVENT GARDEN, LONDON, W.0 


Great Sales of Plants and Bulbs, now being held four days a week at the Pree, in Lots to suit all Buyers. 


Horticultural Valuations wade for all purposes, and Sales conducted in any part of the country. . 


given upon all Horticultural matters. 


SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENT SALES. 
Every Friday a Sale is held of Electrical and Photographic Apparatus, Microscopes by the Leading Makers and Microscopic Objects, 
Telescopes, Lanterns and Lantern Slides, Surveying and Surgical Instruments. 


ART AND CURIO SALES. 
Great Special Sale in the first week of 


NATURAL HISTORY SALES. 
Once and twice a month. 


every month, 





CATALOGUES AND ALL PARTICULARS FREE ON’ APPLICATION: 
GOMMISSIONS CAREFULLY EXEGUTED FOR GENTLEMEN UNABLE TO ATTEND THE SALES. 


J. CO. 


STEVENS, ss, 


KING STR 


BST, W.c. 














Advice and assistance 






















